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Tax Structures and Burdens
FINDINGS
STATE TAX STRUCTURES
• When comparing state tax structures, it is best to combine state and local revenue
because the division of responsibilities and revenues between state and local gov-
ernments varies from state to state. Most interstate comparisons in this paper are
for fiscal year 2002, the latest year available with local as well as state revenue data.
The state of South Carolina collects a slightly larger share of combined state and
local tax revenue (62.4 percent) than the average state (59.1 percent).
South Carolina is slightly above the U.S. average in the share of combined state
and local revenue coming from property, individual income, and sales taxes. The
state is below average in the share of revenue from selective sales (excise), cor-
porate income, and other taxes.
STATE TAX RATES
• South Carolina’s 5 percent rate for the state general sales tax is moderate within the
Southeast. Five states have lower tax rates than South Carolina (4 or 4.5 percent),
while four states have rates of 6 percent and two have rates of 7 percent.
• Consumers pay both state and local sales taxes. The maximum combined state and
local sales tax rate in South Carolina is 7 percent. Three southeastern states have
lower combined sales tax rates of 5 to 6 percent and seven have higher rates, up to
11.5 percent in Arkansas. Neighboring Georgia has the same maximum combined
sales tax rate as South Carolina, while North Carolina (7.5 percent) and Tennessee
(9.75 percent) are higher.
• Two southeastern states, Florida and Tennessee, have no broad-based state income
tax. North Carolina has the highest bottom bracket rate (6 percent) and the highest
top bracket rate (8.25 percent). Seven states have a top income tax rate in the range
of 5 to 6.5 percent, compared to South Carolina’s 7 percent.
• South Carolina is one of eight Southeastern states with a flat corporate income tax 
rate. South Carolina and Mississippi have the lowest rate among this group at 5 per-
cent, with other states ranging from 5.5 percent to 9 percent. Four southeastern
states have graduated rates.
Strom Thurmond Institute November 2005ii 
 
     
                                                                                                                          
   
             
       
 
        
         
 
          
          
        
   
 
           
          
         
           
  
   
             
           
  
 
           
           
   
  
            
           
          
     
   
             
           
          
 
            
            
             
              
Tax Structures and Burdens
STATE TAX ADEQUACY
• The best measure of tax adequacy is tax revenue per capita because population is a
rough proxy for the demand for public services.
• South Carolina is low in tax adequacy. South Carolina ranked 47 in the nation with 
$2,375 in tax collections per capita (75.6 percent of the U.S. average) in 2002.
Among individual taxes, South Carolina ranked 36 among the states in per capita
revenue from property taxes, 38 in general retail sales tax revenue per capita, 35 
in individual income tax revenue per capita, and 45 in corporate income tax 
revenue per capita.
• In addition to taxes, state and local governments collect nontax revenue from fees,
service charges, and miscellaneous sources. South Carolina ranked 20 among the
states with $1,456 per capita in revenue from nontax sources in 2002. This revenue
raised the state’s rank to 44 in per capita revenue from own sources (tax plus non-
tax).
STATE TAX CAPACITY
• Tax capacity assesses a state’s ability to raise revenue based on its taxable resources,
such as state personal income, gross state product (GSP), and total taxable re-
sources (TTR).
• South Carolina is low on all measures of tax capacity. South Carolina’s per capita
personal income of $27,153 in 2004 was 82.2 percent of the U.S. average, a state
rank of 44.
• In other measures of tax capacity, the state ranked 43 among the states in 2004 GSP
per capita and ranked 42 in 2003 in TTR per capita. According to the representative
tax system (RTS) measure of tax capacity, South Carolina ranked 46 at 84 percent of
the U.S. average in 1997.
STATE TAX BURDEN
• Tax burden estimates the sacrifice the average resident has to make in order to pay
for public services. The most common measure of tax burden is the percentage of
state personal income collected in taxes from state and local governments com-
bined.
• South Carolina has a low tax burden for combined state and local revenue from
taxes. The state ranked near or within the bottom fifth of states in the three meas-
ures of tax burden examined: tax revenue as a share of state personal income (42),
as a share of GSP (37), and as a share of TTR (40).
Strom Thurmond Institute November 2005iii 
 
     
                                                                                                                          
 
           
         
          
            
                   
   
   
              
        
 
           
            
             
   
 
              
            
             
            
          
 
     
          
          
             
 
 
           
        
Tax Structures and Burdens
• South Carolina has a moderate tax burden for combined state and local revenue
from own sources. Both state and local governments in South Carolina rely heavily
on fees and service charges for revenue, which raised the state’s rank in tax burden 
for all own-source revenue to close to that of the median state: own-source reve-
nue as a share of state personal income (24), as a share of GSP (29), and as a share
of TTR (26).
STATE TAX EFFORT
• Tax effort is a measure of how much the state actually collects in taxes as a percent-
age of how much it could collect, given its tax capacity.
• South Carolina is relatively low in tax effort when it is measured using the complex 
RTS measure for state and local revenue combined. The state’s tax effort was 90 
percent of the U.S. average in 1997, and the state ranked 38 on this measure of tax 
effort in both 1994 and 1997.
• A simplified measure of tax effort that compared major state taxes only as a per-
centage of their respective tax bases gave South Carolina a moderate state rank of
26 out of the 50 states in 2004. The higher state rank reflects in part the exclusion
of revenue from property and corporate income taxes from the simplified tax effort
formula. Revenue from both these taxes is relatively low per capita in South Caro-
lina.
COMPETITIVE ISSUES AND TAX BURDEN
• Sales tax rates influence internet, catalog, and cross-border shopping. South Carolina
has 20 counties that border either North Carolina or Georgia, where combined
state and local maximum sales tax rates are currently about the same as those in 
South Carolina.
• Corporate income tax burdens may be a factor in industrial location. South Caro-
lina’s rate is very low in comparison to rates in other states. 
Strom Thurmond Institute November 2005iv 
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Tax Structures and Burdens
TAX STRUCTURES AND BURDENS IN 
SOUTH CAROLINA AND SOUTHEASTERN STATES
The primary reason that governments impose taxes is to raise sufficient revenue to provide
the public goods and services desired by their citizens. A government’s ability to raise reve-
nue is determined by underlying economic and legal factors, however. There is no one cor-
rect tax system.
A look at the structure of tax systems across the United States reveals a wide range of
mixes and levels of taxes used and revenue collected. The composition and size of state and
local tax bases differ from state to state, as do the rate structures used with each tax. For
example, New Hampshire relies mostly on selective sales and corporate income taxes for
state revenue while neighboring Maine relies heavily on general sales and individual income
taxes. Total state and local tax collections combined in 2002 were $2,911 per capita in New
Hampshire but were 22 percent higher in Maine at $3,561 per capita.
This paper compares South Carolina’s state and local government tax system with those of
other states, and particularly 11 southeastern states. Among the features compared are the
division of tax revenue between state and local governments, the division of tax revenue
among various sources, and the tax rates and tax bases associated with state-only revenue.
Comparisons and rankings require some kind of measure of index. This paper also explores
the pros and cons of several measures of combined state and local tax capacity as well as
measures of combined state and local tax burden and tax effort. A simplified new measure
of state tax effort is developed based only on major state level taxes: the individual income
tax, the general retail sales tax, and a group of three selective sales taxes (gasoline, alcohol,
and tobacco). Finally, these measures are used to address the issue of interstate tax compe-
tition.
STATE AND LOCAL TAX SYSTEMS IN THE SOUTHEAST
The structures of state and local tax systems differ across the Southeast as they do across
the country. Two states—Tennessee and Florida—do not impose broad-based income
taxes, while Georgia and North Carolina collect more than 45 percent of their tax revenue
from this single tax source. South Carolina’s combined state and local tax system is fairly
well balanced between income, sales, and property taxes.
Strom Thurmond Institute November 20051 
 
     
                                                                                                                         
            
          
            
               
        
 
               
          
               
              
         
           
             
             
       
 
           
             
             
          
              
              
 
            
   
 
         
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
       
       
      
      
       
       
      
 
Tax Structures and Burdens
The relative size of state and local governments also differs widely among southeastern 
states. The state government in Arkansas is significantly larger than the local government— 
80.9 percent of total tax revenue was collected at the state level in fiscal year 2002 com-
pared to 19.1 percent at the local level. This revenue split is very different than the U.S. av-
erage of 59.1 percent state versus 40.9 percent local.
Why do state tax structures vary so much and what factors influence a state’s decisions to
rely on certain taxes? Historically, changes in state and local economies have required tax 
reforms. As a result, today’s tax systems are the product of a series of tax reforms that
were imposed in order to improve the efficiency, equity, and adequacy of the tax system.
DIVISION OF TAX REVENUE BETWEEN STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
Given the greater responsibilities of state governments relative to local governments, a pat-
tern of higher revenue shares at the state level is not surprising. South Carolina’s balance
between state and local taxes is similar to but slightly more state-oriented than the average
for the United States (Table 1).
In fiscal year 2002, South Carolina collected more tax revenue at the state level ($6.1 bil-
lion) than at the local level ($3.7 billion), which put the state’s division of state and local
revenue close to that in Tennessee and in between the division of state and local revenue in 
Georgia and North Carolina. In South Carolina 62.4 percent of combined state and local tax 
revenue in fiscal year 2002 was collected at the state level and 37.6 percent was collected at
the local level. Appendix A contains state and local tax revenue and revenue shares for all
states.
Table 1. State and Local Tax Revenue, Southeastern States and U.S., 2001-02
State Local
$ Billions Share (%) $ Billions Share (%)
Alabama $6.5 67.0 $3.2 33.0
Arkansas 5.2 80.9 1.2 19.1
Florida 25.4 56.5 19.5 43.5
Georgia 13.8 57.2 10.3 42.8
Kentucky 8.0 74.0 2.8 26.0
Louisiana 7.3 60.4 4.8 39.6
Mississippi 4.7 72.5 1.8 27.5
North Carolina 15.5 68.8 7.0 31.2
South Carolina 6.1 62.4 3.7 37.6
Tennessee 7.8 60.1 5.2 39.9
Virginia 12.8 57.8 9.3 42.3
West Virginia 3.6 76.5 1.1 23.5
United States 535.2 59.1 369.7 40.9
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
Strom Thurmond Institute 2 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
       
              
           
         
     
 
         
              
            
        
          
         
             
            
       
           
           
 
               
          
         
             
            
            
            
           
         
 
             
          
          
            
              
             
 
         
           
            
             
         
             
Tax Structures and Burdens
DIVISION OF TAX REVENUE AMONG DIFFERENT SOURCES
State and local governments account for a large and still growing level of tax revenue collec-
tion in the United States. Particular characteristics of a given state, a state’s private econ-
omy, and tax competition with neighboring states play an important role in shaping state
and local tax revenue portfolios.
Tax structure in theory. Economic literature on revenue division among different
sources and development of tax revenue systems is very limited and primarily devoted to
developing countries. Hinrichs (1966) and Musgrave (1969) developed a theory of the rela-
tionship between the structure of taxation and economic development, but with different
approaches: Hinrichs emphasized the relationship between the stages of economic and fiscal
development, while Musgrave emphasized administratively simple ways of collecting tax 
revenue as well as changing tax handles (sources of revenue) to which the revenue system
is attached. Similarly, Tait, Gratz and Eichengreen (1979) and Tanzi (1987) gave empirical
evidence on the relationship between the evolution of tax revenue and economic develop-
ment in developing countries. Hettich and Winer (1987) and Gade and Adkins (1990) ana-
lyzed tax revenue structures of Canada and the United States, respectively.
The findings of this limited review of the literature suggest that the characteristics of the
private economy are reflected in tax collection as the characteristics of different industries
and their concentrations result in potentially different tax capacities. Therefore, economic
shifts induce changing opportunities to tax and to obtain tax revenue. As a result of these
economic shifts, during the last several decades the relative importance of various tax 
sources in state and local revenue portfolios has changed significantly. For example, over
the last several decades, the federal government’s reliance on the individual income tax has
increased dramatically, while the reliance on federal corporate income taxes has decreased
in relative importance. Similar patterns can be observed in state taxation.
Tax structure in practice. The three most important taxes for state and/or local gov-
ernments nationwide are the property tax (30.8 percent of tax collections in fiscal year
2002), the general sales tax (24.6 percent), and the individual income tax (22.4 percent).
The individual (and corporate) income tax is primarily a state revenue source. Both state
and local governments collect general sales taxes. The property tax is mainly a local tax.
Appendix B contains combined state and local tax revenue data by source for all states.
The southeastern states show considerable diversity in their tax structures (Table 2). Vir-
ginia, Kentucky, and North Carolina rely heavily on income taxes. Tennessee and Florida
impose no broad-based individual income tax, but instead rely more heavily on sales (Ten-
nessee) or property taxes (Florida) to raise revenue. The general sales tax brings in the
largest share of tax revenue in Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Tennessee, which each 
collect more than 35 percent of combined state and local tax revenue from this source.
Strom Thurmond Institute 3 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         













       
       
       
       
       
       
       
        
        
       
       
        
        
                
          
 
            
           
            
             
           
 
            
             
                
            
           
           
          
          
              
            
   
 
              
          
               
         
           
            
          
          
      
 
 
Tax Structures and Burdens
Table 2. State and Local Tax Revenue Shares by Source (%), Southeastern States and U.S., 2001-02
General Selective Individual Corporate
Property Other
Sales Salesa Income Income
Alabama 15.2 30.5 18.8 21.9 3.3 10.3
Arkansas 15.5 39.3 12.4 24.2 2.7 5.8
Florida 35.1 33.5 17.6 0.0 2.7 11.0
Georgia 27.6 31.2 7.9 27.0 2.4 4.0
Kentucky 18.3 21.5 15.1 32.4 2.8 9.9
Louisiana 15.9 39.7 17.3 14.7 2.2 10.2
Mississippi 25.2 35.9 14.0 15.1 3.0 6.8
North Carolina 24.0 21.7 13.0 32.2 3.0 6.1
South Carolina 31.8 25.0 10.1 24.1 1.6 7.4
Tennessee 26.6 45.0 12.5 1.1 3.9 10.9
Virginia 30.3 16.2 13.4 30.3 1.4 8.4
West Virginia 19.4 20.7 21.9 22.3 4.7 10.9
United States 30.8 24.6 11.2 22.4 3.1 7.8
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census. Note: detail may not add to totals due to rounding.
aIncludes excise taxes such as motor fuel and alcoholic beverages.
The largest single share of South Carolina’s combined state and local tax revenue is col-
lected from property tax (31.8 percent), mainly at the local level. Individual income tax (24.1 
percent) and general sales tax (25.0 percent) are the two next most important tax revenue
sources for South Carolina. These two taxes are very different in their distributional effects
with the individual income tax being the more progressive of the two.
Selective sales taxes such as those on alcohol, motor fuel, and tobacco are the fourth larg-
est source of tax revenue at 11.2 percent of combined state and local tax revenue in the
U.S. in fiscal year 2002. As with the other major taxes, there is a lot of diversity in how
these taxes contribute to state tax structures. For example, selective sales taxes provide 22 
percent of combined state and local tax revenue in West Virginia, much higher than the av-
erage state. Other southeastern states that depend heavily on selective sales taxes are Ala-
bama, Florida, Louisiana, and Kentucky. South Carolina, Georgia, Tennessee, and Arkansas
are the southeastern states with the lowest reliance on selective sales taxes. South Carolina
collects 10.1 percent of its total state and local tax revenue from selective sales taxes. Only
Georgia, which collects 7.9 percent of its tax revenue from selective sales taxes, relies less
on this source than South Carolina.
If the Tiebout (1956) approach of “voting with one’s feet” applies to business as well as
residential location decisions, one can argue that businesses, like residents, will be influ-
enced by taxes and public services as well as other factors in choosing where to locate.
Lower reliance on the corporate income tax can provide a more business-friendly environ-
ment. South Carolina collects the second-lowest share of combined state and local tax 
revenue from the corporate income tax (1.6 percent). Only Virginia collects a smaller share
(1.4 percent) from this source in the Southeast. All three neighboring states—Georgia,
North Carolina, and Tennessee—rely more heavily on revenue from the corporate income
tax (2.4, 3.0, and 3.9 percent, respectively) than South Carolina.
Strom Thurmond Institute 4 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
              
                  
            
              
               
             
              
  
 
            
          
        
          
       
 
          
           
            
            
            
           
              
           
            
           
      
              
               
               
           
             
        
 
         
            
           
               
                                            




Tax Structures and Burdens
Several other taxes contribute to state and local tax revenues. License taxes are exacted as
a condition to the exercise of a business or nonbusiness privilege, at either a flat rate or as a
percentage on such bases as capital stock, capital surplus, number of business units, or ca-
pacity. Severance taxes are imposed on removal of natural products from land or water and
are measured by the value or quantity of products removed or sold, such as oil, gas, miner-
als, or fish. Death and gift taxes are imposed on transfers of property at death, in contem-
plation of death, or as a gift. Reliance on these other taxes varies considerably across the 50 
states.
South Carolina collects 7.4 percent of its combined state and local tax revenue from these
other taxes. Among South Carolina’s geographic neighbors, Tennessee relies slightly more
on other taxes (10.9 percent) than Georgia (4.0 percent) and North Carolina (6.1 percent).
When compared to the national average, South Carolina’s share of revenue collection from
this group of other taxes is below average.
Tax revenue portfolios. South Carolina’s percentage of state and local tax revenue col-
lected from individual income, sales, and property taxes taken together (80.9 percent) is
slightly higher than the national average for these three taxes (77.8 percent). However, if
tax revenue portfolios are analyzed it appears that the South Carolina’s portfolio closely
resembles the national average. The property tax is the most important tax revenue source
for state and local governments combined across the nation and in South Carolina. Similarly,
general sales and individual income taxes are the second and the third most important tax 
revenue source for both the nation and South Carolina. And finally, combined together, the
selective sales, other taxes, and corporate income taxes bring about 20 percent of tax 
revenue to state and local governments in South Carolina and the nation.
STATE TAX RATES AND TAX BASES
We now shift the focus from state and local tax revenue combined to state tax revenue
alone. The reason is two-fold. First, state revenue is the primary focus of the project of
which this working paper is a part. Second, it is difficult to develop a simplified measure of
tax burden that includes property taxes in the same comprehensive way as income taxes,
sales taxes, and excise or selective sales taxes (see below). Table 3 presents selected state-
level taxes imposed in South Carolina for fiscal year 2005.
South Carolina taxes general retail sales at 5 percent, which generated almost $2.9 billion in 
revenue in fiscal year 2005.1 South Carolina does not exempt food from the sales
tax but does exempt prescription drugs. Local sales taxes in some counties raise the com-
bined state and local sales tax rate to 7 percent.2 
1 Includes revenue from use tax and sales tax revenue earmarked for Education Improvement Act programs.
Strom Thurmond Institute 5 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
        
     
  
       
     
       
     
       
          
       
           
     
       
          
        
       
      
           
              
        
             
 
            
             
           
            
              
          
            
     
             






   
 
   
 
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
        
        
       
       
        
     
      
 
                                                                                                                                       
                      
                 
            
Tax Structures and Burdens
Table 3. Principal South Carolina State Taxes, 2004-05
RevenueTax Tax Rate
(in millions)
Retail Sales & Use Taxa 5.0% $2,882.6
Excise, Casual Sales 5.0% 21.0
Individual Income Tax 2.5% to 7.0% 2,691.5
Corporation Income Tax 5.0% 215.3
Admissions/Bingo Tax 5.0% / License fees 27.3
Alcoholic Liquor Tax & License 71.825 cents per liter 54.7
Bank Tax 4.5% of net income 28.8
Beer and Wine Tax & License 77 cents per gallon beer
$1.08 per gallon wine 94.8
Business License Tax on
Tobacco (“cigarette tax”) 7 cents per pack, 5% other 29.6
Electric Power Tax $.0005 per KWH sold 25.5
Estate Tax Amount of credit on federal
estate tax return (repealed 2005) 19.1
Motor Fuel User Fee ("gas tax") 16.75 cents per gallonb 489.3b 
Source: South Carolina Department of Revenue and Budget and Control Board, Board of Economic Advisors.
aIncludes revenue collected for the Education Improvement Act fund.
bIncludes 0.75 cents per gallon in inspection and clean-up fees. Revenue for 2003-04.
Tennessee’s sales tax is similar to South Carolina’s in that it includes food and exempts pre-
scription drugs. The state’s retail sales tax rate is higher at 7 percent, however, and addi-
tional local sales taxes bring Tennessee’s maximum combined sales tax rate up to 9.75 per-
cent. Tennessee relies very heavily on the statewide general sales tax; indeed, 45.0 percent
of state and local total tax revenue comes from the general sales tax. Unlike South Carolina
and Tennessee, Georgia and North Carolina exempt both food and prescription drugs from
the state’s retail sales tax and impose lower state general sales tax rates—four and 4.5 per-
cent, respectively (Table 4).
Table 4. Southeastern State General Retail Sales Tax Rates and Major Exemptions, 2005
State Tax Max Local State+Local Prescription Nonprescrip.State Food (%)
Rate (%) Rate (%) Rate (%) Drugs Drugs
Alabama 4.0 7.00 11.00 taxable exempt taxable
Arkansas 6.0 5.50 11.50 taxable exempt taxable
Florida 6.0 1.50 7.50 exempt exempt exempt
Georgia 4.0 3.00 7.00 exempta exempt taxable
Kentucky 6.0 -- 6.00 exempt exempt taxable
Louisiana 4.0 6.25 10.25 exempta exempt taxable
Mississippi 7.0 0.25 7.25 taxable exempt taxable
North Carolina 4.5 3.00 75.0 exempta exempt taxable
South Carolina 5.0 2.00 7.0 taxable exempt taxable
Tennessee 7.0 2.75 9.75 6.0 exempt taxable
Virginia 4.0 1.00 5.00 3.5 exempt exempt
West Virginia 6.0 -- 6.00 taxable exempt taxable
Source: Federation of Tax Administrators. 
a Subject to local sales taxes.
2 The local option sales tax was collected in 29 counties in 2005 at a one percent rate. A number of counties
also have adopted time-limited local sales taxes for specified capital projects. Local sales taxes are discussed in
more detail in the working paper on local revenue in this series.
Strom Thurmond Institute 6 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
             
           
          
         
        




      
       
       
           
       
       
       
       
        
        
           
       
        
     
 
          
         
           
          
          
   
 
          
            
         
             
           
           
 
          
         
             
            
            
            
          
 
             
                
Tax Structures and Burdens
The individual income tax has become a very important revenue source for many state gov-
ernments. Individual income tax rates, the number of tax brackets, and tax bases vary
widely among the 50 states. South Carolina imposes the individual income tax over six dif-
ferent tax brackets from 2.5 percent to 7 percent (Table 5).
Table 5. Southeastern State Individual Income Taxes, 2005
Tax Rates (%) # of Income Brackets Personal Exemptions
State
BracketsLow High Low High Single Married Children
Alabama 2.0 5.00 3 $500 $3,000 $1,500 $3,000 $300
Arkansas 1.0 7.00 6 3,999 28,500 20 40 20
Florida No State Income Tax State
Georgia 1.0 6.00 6 750 7,000 2,700 5,400 2,700
Kentucky 2.0 6.00 5 3,000 8,000 20 40 20
Louisiana 2.0 6.00 3 12,500 25,000 4,500 9,000 1,000
Mississippi 3.0 5.00 3 5,000 10,000 6,000 12,000 1,500
North Carolina 6.0 8.25 4 12,750 120,000 3,200 6,400 3,200
South Carolina 2.5 7.00 6 2,460 12,300 3,200 6,400 3,200
Tennessee Income tax is limited to dividends and interest income only.
Virginia 2.0 5.75 4 3,000 17,000 800 1,600 800
West Virginia 3.0 6.50 5 10,000 60,000 2,000 4,000 2,000
Source: Federation of Tax Administrators.
Georgia has lower individual income tax rates than South Carolina, ranging from 1 percent
to 6 percent. Georgia, like South Carolina, has six income tax brackets. However, South 
Carolina allows larger personal exemptions for singles, married couples, and individuals with 
children. In 2005 these exemptions were $3,200, $6,400, and $3,200, respectively. Georgia’s
exemptions for singles, married couples, and individuals with children were $2,700, $5,400,
and $2,700.
North Carolina imposes somewhat higher tax rates starting from 6 percent to 8.25 percent
and has only four tax brackets. Personal exemptions in North Carolina are the same as in 
South Carolina. Two southeastern states impose no broad-based individual income taxes. In 
Tennessee the state income tax is limited to dividends and interest income, while Florida
has no individual income tax. South Carolina, Alabama, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, and
Virginia all have fairly low income levels for their highest tax bracket.
The southeastern states significantly vary in their reliance on the corporate income tax as
well. Business firms are inherently self-interested in profit maximization. A location decision 
of a given business depends on its profitability at a particular location as well as on its prof-
itability at alternative sites. Each state provides a unique combination of market and cost
characteristics, taxes, public goods and services, and amenities. On the other hand, diverse
businesses and their characteristics contribute differently to a state’s private economy and
therefore to tax bases available to state and local governments.
One can argue that businesses, like residents, have a choice to compare the business friend-
liness of states and vote with their feet. On this basis, the business taxes of a state
Strom Thurmond Institute 7 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
        
           
           
          
         
         
       
         
 
    
  
   
        
        
        
        
        
        
        
         
         
        
        
         
      
  
            
             
              
            
              
                
              
 
            
               
            
          
            
            
           
           
 
Tax Structures and Burdens
can play an important role in business location decisions. With respect to business tax cli-
mate, South Carolina has the lowest taxes on corporate income among the state’s geo-
graphic neighbors (Table 6). South Carolina imposes a 5 percent flat corporate income tax 
rate on corporations (4.5 percent on banks), while all of South Carolina’s neighbors impose
higher rates: Georgia 6 percent, North Carolina 6.9 percent, and Tennessee 6.5 percent.
The Federation of Tax Administrators lists current state tax rates on its website.
Table 6. State Corporate Income Tax Rates
Tax Rates (%) Tax Brackets # of Bank Tax Rates (%)
State
BracketsLow High Low High Low High
Alabama 6.5 6.50 Flat Rate 1 6.5 6.5
Arkansas 1.0 6.50 $3,000 $100,000 6 1.0 6.5
Florida 5.5 5.50 Flat Rate 1 5.5 5.5
Georgia 6.0 6.00 Flat Rate 1 6.0 6.0
Kentucky 4.0 8.25 25,000 250,000 5 -- --
Louisiana 4.0 8.00 25,000 200,000 5 -- --
Mississippi 3.0 5.00 5,000 10,000 3 3.0 5.0
North Carolina 6.9 6.90 Flat Rate 1 6.9 6.9
South Carolina 5.0 5.00 Flat Rate 1 4.5 4.5
Tennessee 6.5 6.50 Flat Rate 1 6.5 6.5
Virginia 6.0 6.00 Flat Rate 1 6.0 6.0
West Virginia 9.0 9.00 Flat Rate 1 9.0 9.0
Source: Federation of Tax Administrators (http://www.taxadmin.org).
TAX ADEQUACY
Does the tax (or revenue) system raise enough revenue? The answer to this question is
subjective because populations in different states have a variety of public service needs and
wants. States also have different challenges. One state may have more miles of roadways
per capita, or a higher concentration of poverty, or more urban areas with special needs.
Tannenwald (1999, p. 2) defines this situation as fiscal need, where states “... face conditions
that increase the cost of delivering state and local services or augment the scope of services
they must provide.” The demand for public services drives revenue needs as well.
Tax revenue per capita is the most frequently used measure of comparative tax adequacy
because the data are readily available and the measure is easy to calculate and explain. South 
Carolina’s overall tax collections are well below the national average and the median state
for most taxes when measured per capita. Overall, South Carolina ranked 47 in the nation 
with $2,375 in combined state and local taxes per capita in 2002. The District of Columbia
($5,717), New York ($4,641), and Connecticut ($4,373) had the three highest combined
state and local tax collections per capita in the nation in 2002. Alabama, Tennessee, and
Mississippi collected the lowest amount of taxes per capita (Figure 1).
Strom Thurmond Institute 8 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
 
            
 
 
          
              
             
           
             
  
 
              
            
             
           
Tax Structures and Burdens





















































Figure 1. State and Local Per Capita Taxes for all 50 States,
2002.
South Carolina remains low in tax revenue per capita even when it is calculated separately
for each of the five major state and/or local taxes. South Carolina ranked well below the
national average for the property tax (36), general retail sales tax (38), selective sales taxes
(48), individual income tax (35), and corporate income tax (45) in 2002. Combined state
and local tax revenue per capita in South Carolina was only 75.6 percent of the U.S. average
in 2002 (Table 7).
State and local revenue from own sources per capita (taxes plus fees, service charges, and
miscellaneous revenue) shows South Carolina at a slightly higher state ranking (44) in fiscal
year 2002 than it was for taxes only. South Carolina relies heavily on fees and charges at
both the state and local level, which increases the state’s own-source revenue collections
Strom Thurmond Institute 9 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         








   
  
        
         
      
      
        
       
       
       
      
 
             
          
         
             
















          
          
          
          
          
          
          
           
           
          
          
           
      
 
             
              
            
           
              
             
             
           




                                            
                 
  
Tax Structures and Burdens
Table 7. South Carolina State and Local Revenue Per Capita, 2001-02
Revenue State U.S. S.C. %
Per Capita Rank Average of U.S.
Revenue from Own Sources $3,874 44 $4,599 84.2
Nontax Revenue (charges & misc.) 1,499 20 1,456 103.0
Tax Revenue 2,375 47 3,143 75.6
Property Tax 754 36 969 77.8
General Retail Sales Tax 593 38 774 76.6
Selective Sales Taxes 241 48 351 68.6
Individual Income Tax 572 35 705 81.2
Corporate Income Tax 39 45 98 39.8
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
relative to tax-only revenue (Table 8).3 The state exceeded the national average only in 
nontax revenue such as service charges, rent, and interest earnings. South Carolina was
ranked 20 in nontax own-source revenue per capita in fiscal year 2002. Appendix C con-
tains state rankings for revenue per capita for major own-source revenue categories.
Table 8. Revenue Per Capita, Southeastern State Rankings, 2001-02
Own- Total Retail Select. Indiv. Corp. Other Non-
State Property
Source Tax Sales Sales Income Income Taxes Tax
Alabama 41 51 51 32 17 38 22 30 7
Arkansas 50 46 50 10 34 33 28 46 48
Florida 30 35 22 12 9 47 21 12 14
Georgia 35 29 35 16 51 21 26 50 38
Kentucky 45 38 46 42 21 15 20 23 41
Louisiana 28 32 47 4 10 39 33 18 12
Mississippi 47 49 42 21 26 41 23 44 26
North Carolina 36 33 39 40 22 14 17 43 32
South Carolina 44 47 36 38 48 35 45 38 20
Tennessee 51 50 41 7 39 44 15 25 44
Virginia 24 24 27 45 18 11 44 24 25
West Virginia 39 41 43 43 4 34 10 17 31
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census.
It is important to exclude intergovernmental revenue when comparing states on the basis of
revenue per capita. Intergovernmental revenue at the state level is mostly from the federal
government and is awarded primarily on a formula basis rather than as competitive grants.
Income, including the percentage of children or residents in poverty, is a common factor in 
federal grant formulas. Because South Carolina is a lower income state it receives a larger
amount of federal aid per capita. The state ranked higher than the national average in inter-
governmental transfers from the federal government to the state and local level (20 at
$1,329 per capita in 2002). Intergovernmental revenue also does not contribute to the tax 
burden on individuals and businesses.
3 For additional discussion about fees and charges, see Holley H. Ulbrich, South Carolina’s Revenue Sources in
this series.
Strom Thurmond Institute 10 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
            
            
            
         
               
           
              
            
      
  
               
           
           
            
   
 
             
            
             
            
            
           
       
 
             
             
             
          
                
           
            
     
    
               
               
             
        
 
Tax Structures and Burdens
South Carolina’s rankings in combined state and local tax revenue show that the state does
not collect high levels of tax revenue per capita relative to collections in other states. Even 
within the Southeast, only three states collected lower amounts of taxes per capita in 2002 
than South Carolina. Even when the state’s relatively higher levels of nontax revenue from
fees, charges, and other sources is factored into the total, the state ranks only 44 in the na-
tion in own-source revenue per capita. But while relatively low tax and own-source revenue
per capita suggests that the state may have a tax revenue adequacy problem, this measure
cannot answer this question definitively. Whether or not a given level of revenue is ade-
quate depends on demand for public services.
TAX CAPACITY
How to determine the tax (or fiscal) capacity of a state or local area is an important, com-
plex question raised by those who study taxation theory. Tax capacity is not a rigorously
defined theoretical category but rather an intuitive concept produced by changing fiscal cir-
cumstances. Indeed, tax capacity can be viewed as an attribute of a state or local govern-
ment’s economy.
Tax capacity is defined as a government’s potential to raise revenue from its own sources.
State and local government own-source revenue includes taxes, fees, service charges, and
other miscellaneous revenue. Tax capacity is determined by the size and composition of the
tax bases. Tax capacity is very important from the perspective of policy analysis because
measures of state and local tax capacity find their way into grant allocation criteria. Under-
standing comparative tax capacity also aids policymakers during periodic reviews of revenue
system performance, particularly at the state level.
There are two general approaches to measuring state tax (or revenue) capacity: indexes of
the relative income or economic resources in a state and indexes of the relative tax reve-
nue that could be raised under a standard fiscal policy, or tax structure (Compson and
Navratil, 1997). Commonly-used measures of relative economic resources include personal
income per capita and gross state product per capita as well as the more scientific total tax-
able resources. The representative tax system measures state tax capacity by the second
method. Each method of estimating tax capacity is suited to different purposes and comes
with its own benefits and drawbacks.
PERSONAL INCOME PER CAPITA
Personal income has long been used as a simple measure of the taxpaying capacity of states
and local areas. State personal income measures the income flows received by residents of a
given state by definition. Personal income is closely tied to tax collections because it is
based on the aggregate after-federal-tax income of its residents.
Strom Thurmond Institute 11 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
                
              
             
             
            
       
 
              
            
            
           
 
               
             
              
             
            
              
 
             
               
          
           
            
            
           
          
 
              
            
            
        
 
           
             
         
            
               
                                            
                
            
                 
              
        
              
Tax Structures and Burdens
Personal income data for states and local areas are readily available and quite current.4 It is
not surprising, therefore, that personal income per capita is the most widely used measure
of tax capacity. The federal government traditionally has used personal income per capita as
an indicator of states’ fiscal potential and thus indirectly as a measure of tax capacity, em-
ploying it in grant formulas for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, Medicaid, and
Community Development Block Grants, among others.
Personal income per capita has been widely criticized as a measure of fiscal capacity. The
main criticisms of this approach are that the income factors used to calculate personal in-
come are not based on a comprehensively defined income.5 In addition, the income factors
used in redistributing federal funds are already adjusted for state population.
One serious drawback of using personal income per capita as a measure of tax capacity is
that it does not reflect income earned within a state’s borders by nonresidents. This com-
muter income may be taxed by the state in which it is earned, however. In addition, some
corporate profits are not included in personal income but may be subject to state corpo-
rate income taxes. Also, some business income (e.g., dividends) received by out-of-state
residents may be taxed by the state in which it is generated (U.S. Treasury, 2002).
An additional problem with using personal income per capita as a measure of tax capacity is
that per capita income does not capture the ability of state and local governments to im-
pose taxes on nonresidents. Tax exporting takes two forms. In price exportation, for ex-
ample, energy-rich states can shift a significant portion of taxes to nonresidents by charging
higher prices for their products. In federal-offset exportation, states can shift their taxes to
nonresidents by deducting state income and property taxes from federally taxable income.
Personal income per capita thus understates the tax capacity of tourist-rich states such as
Florida and Nevada and of energy-rich states such as Alaska.
On the positive side, personal income per capita is easy to understand and calculate. Thus,
even though this measure of fiscal capacity does not include all potentially taxable income
streams, it continues to be used by the federal government for grant redistribution pur-
poses and by policy analysts for state comparisons.
South Carolina had relatively low personal income per capita of $27,153 in 2004, which was
82.2 percent of the national average (Table 9). State personal income per capita increased in 
current dollars in every state between 2000 and 2004. However, South Carolina dropped in 
state rank from 40 in 2000 to 44 in 2004. In each of these five years the southeastern states
had the lowest personal income per capita of any of the country’s eight regions.6 
4 The U.S. Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Economic Analysis maintains an annual series of personal
income estimates for the nation, the states, and local areas. See www.bea.gov/regional/statelocal.htm.
5 Comprehensively defined income refers to a feasible approximation of economic income, which in turn is the
Haig-Simon definition of income. Comprehensively defined income is the sum of currently earned income,
returns to assets (realized or imputed), and appreciation.
6 Regions as defined by the U.S. Department of Commerce’s Bureau of Economic Analysis.
Strom Thurmond Institute 12 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
         
      
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
     
     
    
    
     
     
            
 
            
          
          
            
     
                
              
             
          
 
               
               
            
                
    
 
          
           
             
           
              
             
 
                                            
               
              
  
                  
  
Tax Structures and Burdens
Table 9. Southeastern State Personal Income Per Capita, 2004
State PIPC U.S. % State Rank
Alabama $27,630 83.6 42
Arkansas 25,724 77.9 49
Florida 31,460 95.2 25
Georgia 30,074 91.0 33
Kentucky 27,151 82.2 45
Louisiana 27,219 82.4 43
Mississippi 24,379 73.8 51
North Carolina 29,303 88.7 37
South Carolina 27,153 82.2 44
Tennessee 29,806 90.2 36
Virginia 36,175 109.5 8
West Virginia 25,681 77.7 50
United States 33,041 100.0 --
Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (state personal income release date 8-10-2005).
In the Southeast, only Virginia (ranked eight) had personal income per capita in 2004 that
exceeded the U.S. average. Only three southeastern states moved up in state rank between 
2000 and 2004: Alabama, Louisiana, and Virginia. Appendix D contains state personal in-
come per capita and state rankings for all states for years 2000 through 2004.
GROSS STATE PRODUCT PER CAPITA
Gross state product (GSP) is another indicator of a state’s tax capacity. GSP is the value of
goods and services produced by labor and property located within a particular state. GSP is
defined as all the income produced within a state, in contrast to state personal income,
which is defined as income received by a state’s residents.
GSP has the same drawbacks as personal income in that it is not a comprehensive measure
of all potentially taxable income flows in a state. In particular, wage and salary earnings and
income from dividends and interest received by state residents from out-of-state sources
are not included in GSP. GSP also contains some items that are not available for the states
to tax (U.S. Treasury, 2002).7 
In 2004 South Carolina ranked 43 out of 50 states and the District of Columbia with 
$32,426 in GSP per capita, which was 81.6 percent of the U.S. average.8 The southeastern 
average was higher at $35,586 (Table 10). As with personal income per capita, Virginia was
the only southeastern state with GSP per capita above the U.S. average. South Carolina’s
rank in GSP per capita declined slightly from 2000 to 2004, as it did in several other south-
eastern states. See Appendix E for GSP per capita and state rankings for 2002, 2003, and
2004.
7 Federal indirect business taxes, employer and employee contributions for Social Security, federal and state
employee pensions, and federal and state workers’ compensation payments, and surpluses from federal civilian
enterprises.
8 GSP per worker is a commonly-used measure of productivity and has a different meaning than GSP per
capita.
Strom Thurmond Institute 13 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
          
         
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
     
     
    
    
     
     
          
     
            
              
               
              
            
            
               
          
 
              
              
             
            
                
      
 
           
              
          
             
            
                
           
                
         
 
                                            
          
 
Tax Structures and Burdens
Table 10. Southeastern State Gross State Product Per Capita, 2004
State GSP Per Capita Percent of U.S. State Rank
Alabama $30,869 77.7 46
Arkansas 29,391 74.0 49
Florida 34,435 86.7 39
Georgia 38,862 97.8 22
Kentucky 32,911 82.8 41
Louisiana 33,869 85.3 40
Mississippi 26,237 66.0 51
North Carolina 39,385 99.1 19
South Carolina 32,426 81.6 43
Tennessee 36,880 92.8 28
Virginia 44,147 111.1 9
West Virginia 27,242 68.6 50
United States 39,725 100.0 --
Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis (GSP release date 10-26-2005).
TOTAL TAXABLE RESOURCES PER CAPITA
In 1985 the U.S. Department of the Treasury estimated the tax capacities for all 50 states
using a newly developed measure called total taxable resources (TTR). TTR was devised to
measure the relative fiscal capacities of the states while avoiding some of the drawbacks of
using either personal income per capita or GSP per capita (U.S. Treasury, 1991). The for-
mula for calculating TTR was revised starting with the estimates issued in 1998. TTR esti-
mates are now calculated for years in which both state personal income and GSP are avail-
able (U.S. Treasury, 2002). The most recent year available is 2003.9 The TTR index is the
state’s fiscal capacity as a percentage of the national average.
State TTR is defined as an unduplicated sum of the income flows produced within a state
(gross state product) and the income flows received by its residents (state personal income)
that a state can potentially tax (U.S. Treasury, 2002). The TTR measure makes a clear dis-
tinction between flows that a state can potentially tax and the actual fiscal choices made by
a particular state. TTR is a comprehensive measure of all the sources of income that state
and local governments could conceivably tax.
The methodology for estimating state TTR starts with GSP as the base. Certain compo-
nents of GSP not generally subject to state and local taxation are subtracted; e.g., employer
contributions for social insurance, depreciation, federal corporate taxes, and federal individ-
ual income taxes. Those components of state personal income that are not already cap-
tured in GSP (federal transfers, wages and salaries, interest, dividends, and rents and royal-
ties earned outside of the state, etc.) are added to the modified GSP. The resulting measure
closely approximates the income earned within state borders plus the out-of-state income
earned by its residents. As a result in most states TTR per capita tends to be somewhat
higher than both personal income per capita and GSP per capita.
9 Recent state TTR estimates can be found at http://www.treas.gov/offices/economic-policy/resources/
estimates.shtml.
Strom Thurmond Institute 14 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
             
            
              
            
           
             
           
            
   
 
         
          
           
          
              
               
              
       
         
     
     
     
     
     
     
     
      
      
     
    
      
     
     
     
        
            
               
             
              
          
                                            
                  
                   
                   
                  
   
Tax Structures and Burdens
The TTR measure of tax capacity has its own weaknesses. For instance, the TTR measure
does not identify specific cross-border income flows that state and local governments can 
potentially tax. Rather, the TTR methodology assumes that averaging a state’s share of GSP
and state personal income accounts for the cross-border income flows. In addition the TTR
methodology assumes that state and local governments can tax all income flows within their
borders. However, the lack of available data to address these shortcomings has prevented
adjustments to the current TTR measure. Nonetheless, other than personal income per
capita, TTR is the only other tax capacity measure currently used in formulas allocating fed-
eral intergovernmental aid.10 
South Carolina ranked 42 in the nation in tax capacity in 2003 as measured by the TTR,
which is slightly higher than its ranks in 1995 (43) and 2000 (45). South Carolina ranked 7 
out of 12 southeastern states in that same year, although it had a lower tax capacity than 
neighbors North Carolina (ranked 2 in the Southeast and 24 nationally), Georgia (3 and 25),
and Tennessee (5 and 37). Virginia was the only southeastern state with TTR above the U.S.
average, as was the case with personal income per capita and GSP per capita (Table 11).
Appendix F contains state TTR in dollars per capita and indexes for 2001, 2002, and 2003.
Table 11. Total Taxable Resources (TTR) 2003
State TTR Per Capita Percent of U.S. State Rank
Alabama $31,889 77.3 47
Arkansas 30,201 73.2 50
Florida 38,278 92.8 30
Georgia 39,467 95.6 25
Kentucky 34,065 82.6 41
Louisiana 33,567 81.3 43
Mississippi 28,204 68.4 51
North Carolina 39,973 96.9 24
South Carolina 34,006 82.4 42
Tennessee 36,717 89.0 37
Virginia 47,197 114.4 10
West Virginia 30,216 73.2 49
United States 41,263 100.0 --
Source: U.S. Department of the Treasury.
REPRESENTATIVE TAX SYSTEM—TAX CAPACITY MEASURE
In 1962, the U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (USACIR) proposed
a measure of relative state tax capacity. That measure, the representative tax system (RTS)
has been widely used ever since. The USACIR was dissolved in the 1990s and the last year
for which the RTS was calculated by that agency was 1991. More recently, Robert Tannen-
wald of the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston has calculated slightly modified versions of the
RTS for fiscal years 1994, 1996, and 1997 (Tannenwald, 1999, 2002).
10 Under federal law, the Treasury Department is required to use TTR in allocating the Alcohol, Drug Abuse,
and Mental Health Block Grant. In FY 1997, the amount of funds allocated using TTR was $1.6 billion, which
was 98.75 percent more than in FY 1989. It is believed that TTR reflects fiscal capacity theory well, and there-
fore it was recommended to be included in the allocation formulas for Medicaid and the Maternal and Child
Health block grant.
Strom Thurmond Institute 15 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
                
              
             
              
           
            






       
   
           
        
        
         
 
 
              
            
              
            
               
             
            
                 
             
              
      
  
               
               
         
            
                                            
                 
       
Tax Structures and Burdens
The RTS defines a state’s tax or fiscal capacity as the hypothetical amount of revenue a state
would collect if it applied a set of national-average tax rates to each of its own tax bases
(Tannenwald, 1999). The RTS uses each state’s base for the 21 commonly used state and
local taxes. A standardized national average tax rate is calculated as the ratio of total na-
tionwide collections and total national base for each tax. The representative national aver-


















































i = 21 commonly used tax bases
j = state




TB = standard, uniformed taxable base (i)
j
iA = taxable base (i) of state (j)
Figure 2. Representative Tax System Measure of State Tax
Capacity.
As with other measures of state tax capacity, the RTS has its drawbacks. First, because the
RTS measures a state’s capacity to collect tax revenues using a uniform, hypothetical tax 
base that allows for no deductions or exemptions, critics argued that the standard tax rate
derived from using this hypothetical tax base is arbitrary and subjective (Tannenwald, 1999).
Another drawback of the RTS methodology is that it assumes that a state’s ability to tax 
one set of economic activities is independent of the state’s intensity in taxing others. In 
other words, the RTS fails to account for interrelationships among tax bases and between 
the base and the rate.11 The RTS also ignores the fact that the business cycle affects
measures of tax capacity. Finally, the complexity of the RTS calculations means that there
are long delays in getting comparative rankings for all the states. The latest year for which 
RTS indices are available is 1997.
In any given year, the RTS is calculated relative to the national average (U.S. = 100). Thus
the value of a state’s RTS index in any given year shows that state’s capacity relative to a
hypothetical state with a uniform tax base. For example, South Carolina’s RTS index in-
creased from 80 in fiscal year 1987 to 84 in fiscal year 1997. In other words, the state’s tax 
11 A higher sales tax rate, for example, may encourage relatively more internet and cross-border shopping and
thus depress a state’s sales tax base.
Strom Thurmond Institute 16 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
            
           
             
             
           
              
   
 
         
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
       
       
      
      
       
       
   
 
          
           
              
        
           
           
            
            
    
           
           
                
           
     
Tax Structures and Burdens
capacity increased over the decade from 80 percent to 84 percent of the representative
state’s tax capacity (Table 12). In state rank, however, South Carolina declined from 43 to
46 over the decade. These contrasting results from the same measure are not inconsistent.
Tax capacity rose in South Carolina over the decade, but not as much as it did in some
other states. Appendix G contains the RTS index of tax capacity for all states.
Table 12. RTS Index of State Tax Capacity for Fiscal Years 1997 and 1987
1987 1997
State
RTS Index State Rank RTS Index State Rank
Alabama 75 49 81 48
Arkansas 75 49 80 49
Florida 105 15 98 22
Georgia 94 26 98 23
Kentucky 79 44 86 45
Louisiana 86 40 89 43
Mississippi 65 51 71 51
North Carolina 90 34 93 35
South Carolina 80 43 84 46
Tennessee 84 41 90 42
Virginia 102 18 101 20
West Virginia 77 47 77 50
United States 100 -- 100 --
Source: Tannenwald, 2002.
Virginia, Florida, and Georgia had much higher RTS tax capacities than the other southeast-
ern states in both 1987 and 1997. Not surprisingly, these states also have much higher per-
sonal income and GSP per capita. Mississippi and West Virginia had the lowest RTS tax ca-
pacities in the nation in 1997. South Carolina’s geographic neighbors—Georgia, North
Carolina, and Tennessee—all had higher tax capacities than the state in 1997. Ten of the 12 
southeastern states had unchanged or increased tax capacities over the decade as measured
by the RTS. Virginia and Florida, the two southeastern states with the highest tax capacities
in both 1987 and 1997, dropped in RTS index and state rank over the decade, however.
TAX CAPACITY IN SUMMARY
The state of South Carolina’s combined state and local government tax (and revenue) sys-
tem has been remarkably consistent in measures of tax capacity in recent years. The state’s
ranking has stayed in the low to mid 40s over four different measures over eight years. But
despite this apparent stability, South Carolina remains in the bottom 20 percent of states in 
terms of tax capacity (Table 13).
Strom Thurmond Institute 17 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         























         
         
         
         
         
         
         
          
          
         
         
          
 
        
            
           
                
             
           
  
             
            
           
           
            
 
             
            
               
            
         
             
   
 
             
            
             
            
Tax Structures and Burdens
Table 13. Southeastern State Rankings in Measures of Tax Capacity
PI Per PI Per GSP Per GSP Per TTR Per TTR Per RTS Tax
State Capita Capita Capita Capita Capita Capita Capacity
2000 2004 2000 2004 2001 2003 1997
Alabama 45 42 47 46 47 47 48
Arkansas 49 49 48 49 49 50 49
Florida 21 25 38 39 28 30 22
Georgia 27 33 15 22 19 25 23
Kentucky 41 45 43 41 43 41 45
Louisiana 46 43 37 40 41 43 43
Mississippi 51 51 51 51 51 51 51
North Carolina 33 37 19 19 21 24 35
South Carolina 40 44 41 43 42 42 46
Tennessee 35 36 34 28 37 37 42
Virginia 13 8 14 9 10 9 20
West Virginia 50 50 50 50 50 49 50
Several southeastern states, including South Carolina, saw their state rankings slip some-
what in personal income, GSP, and TTR per capita between 2000 and 2004. Other states
moved up in state ranking. Virginia is notable because it moved up five places in both per-
sonal income per capita and GSP per capita. Stresses on state economies as a result of the
recent recession, however, makes it difficult to determine what these short term trends in 
state rankings may indicate for the states down the road.
TAX BURDEN
Economists and policy analysts frequently use the concept of tax burden to compare the
effect of state and/or local tax policies on residents’ economic well-being over time or be-
tween states. Tax burden represents a loss of economic well-being that arises from state
and local government taxation. Knowing how a proposed tax change can affect the tax bur-
den is essential for assessing changes in revenue system adequacy, efficiency, and equity.
A satisfactory measure of tax burden would take into account all taxes imposed by state
and local governments. It would also indicate how tax changes alter the economic well-
being of residents and the profitability of business firms. But, as we found with measures of
tax capacity, there is no perfect measure of tax burden. Tradeoffs must be made between 
comprehensiveness and ease of calculation and data availability. Factoring in combined tax 
burdens from local taxes is especially difficult because taxes and tax rates vary from jurisdic-
tion to jurisdiction.
Tax burden is evaluated by comparing tax revenue collected to some measure of the size of
the economy. Such measures include personal income, GSP, and TTR, although the most
commonly used is personal income. These three approaches to comparative state and local
combined tax burden are calculated for the most recent year available, fiscal year 2002.
Strom Thurmond Institute 18 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
        
              
             
               
           
         
 
       
               
           
            
            
 
            
           
            
            
           
           
         
          
            
                
               
               
             
            
           
             
  
Tax Structures and Burdens
TAX REVENUE AS A PERCENTAGE OF PERSONAL INCOME
The most widely-used measure of a state’s tax (or revenue) burden is the ratio of tax (or
own-source) revenue to state personal income. Figure 3 shows levels and rankings of state
and local tax burdens measured as a percentage of personal income for all 50 states and the
District of Columbia. New York had the highest tax burden (13.0 percent) based on this
measure in 2002, while Tennessee had the lowest (8.3 percent).
South Carolina’s 2002 combined state and local tax burden ranked 42 in the nation when 
measured as a percentage of personal income (Tables 14 and 15). This was well below the
national average. South Carolina’s tax burden also was the same or lower than the national
average for all individual taxes using this method. Only in nontax and overall own-source
revenue did South Carolina exceed the U.S. average in this measure of tax burden.
Because South Carolina has relatively low state personal income per capita to begin with,
any higher-than-average state rankings in revenue shares of personal income mean that the
state is working harder than some states to raise revenue given its relatively low tax capac-
ity. Lower-than-average rankings for most taxes raise concerns that South Carolina may be
collecting too little revenue when compared to other states. Appendix D contains state
rankings for own-source revenue as a percentage of state personal income.
TAX REVENUE AS A PERCENTAGE OF GROSS STATE PRODUCT
A second approach to measuring comparative state tax burden uses combined state and
local own-source revenue as a percentage of GSP. South Carolina’s state ranks for individ-
ual taxes are similar to those for revenue as a percentage of state personal income (Tables
16 and 17). And again, despite the fact that South Carolina has relatively low GSP per capita,
combined state and local revenue collections as a share of GSP are below the average
state’s share in all individual tax categories. The only area in which the state collects a
higher level of revenue relative to GSP than the average state is nontax revenue—fees,
charges, and other miscellaneous sources. Nontax revenue pushes up the overall state and
local revenue share of GSP above the average state’s level as well.
Strom Thurmond Institute 19 November 2005
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Figure 3. State and Local Taxes as Percentage of Personal
Income, 2001-02.
Table 14. South Carolina Combined State and Local Revenue as a Percentage
of State Personal Income, 2002
S.C. Revenue S.C. U.S. Avg.
As % of PI Rank As % of PI
Revenue from Own Sources 15.3 24 14.9
Nontax Revenue 5.9 13 4.7
State and Local Taxes 9.4 42 10.2
Property Tax 3.0 27 3.2
General Sales Tax 2.3 29 2.5
Selective Sales Tax 1.0 38 1.1
Individual income Tax 2.3 32 2.3
Corporate Income Tax 0.2 41 0.3
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
Strom Thurmond Institute 20 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         















          
          
          
          
          
          
          
           
           
          
          
           
           
             
   
 
  




   
       
     
       
     
      
      
      
      
           















          
          
          
          
          
          
          
           
           
          
          
           
           
         
             
             
Tax Structures and Burdens
Table 15. State and Local Revenue as a Share of Personal Income, Southeastern State Rankings 2001-02
Own- Total Prop- Retail Select. Indiv. Corp. Other Non-
State
Source Tax erty Sales Sales Income Income Taxes Tax
Alabama 23 49 51 21 9 37 21 22 4
Arkansas 26 22 49 5 21 22 22 41 24
Florida 37 46 22 14 10 47 25 15 16
Georgia 38 35 35 13 48 17 28 50 36
Kentucky 25 16 44 33 11 6 20 14 28
Louisiana 5 11 45 3 4 39 27 12 7
Mississippi 10 21 37 9 14 40 16 31 8
North Carolina 32 32 41 38 17 8 19 39 25
South Carolina 24 42 27 29 38 32 41 30 13
Tennessee 50 51 42 8 32 44 14 20 41
Virginia 43 44 32 43 23 15 44 27 39
West Virginia 11 13 43 34 2 25 7 11 14
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
Table 16. South Carolina Combined State and Local Revenue as a Percentage
of GSP, 2001-02
S.C. Revenue S.C. U.S. Revenue
% of GSP Rank % of GSP
Revenue from Own Sources 13.0 29 12.7
Nontax Revenue 5.0 14 4.0
State and Local Taxes 8.0 37 8.7
Property Tax 2.5 28 2.7
General Sales Tax 2.0 31 2.1
Selective Sales Tax 0.8 37 1.0
Individual income Tax 1.9 28 2.0
Corporate Income Tax 0.7 41 0.3
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
Table 17. State and Local Revenue as a Share of GSP, Southeastern State Rankings 2001-02
Own- Total Prop- Retail Select. Indiv. Corp. Other Non-
State
Source Tax erty Sales Sales Income Income Taxes Tax
Alabama 13 38 50 17 7 35 18 16 2
Arkansas 19 15 47 4 18 20 21 37 18
Florida 15 28 14 9 6 47 23 12 12
Georgia 42 39 36 16 48 23 32 51 39
Kentucky 30 21 43 34 10 5 20 14 29
Louisiana 8 16 45 3 4 40 30 13 7
Mississippi 4 9 32 5 11 38 11 28 4
North Carolina 44 46 42 39 24 12 25 43 35
South Carolina 29 37 28 31 37 28 41 32 14
Tennessee 49 49 41 8 36 44 17 22 38
Virginia 43 44 33 44 22 14 44 27 37
West Virginia 3 3 39 24 1 15 6 8 8
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
TAX REVENUE AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL TAXABLE RESOURCES
TTR is an attempt to measure the potential revenue capacity from a given state economy,
after correcting for income inflows and outflows that are handled in different ways in state
Strom Thurmond Institute 21 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
            
         
 
            
              
          
             
     
 
  




   
       
     
       
     
      
      
      
      
           















          
          
          
          
          
          
          
           
           
          
          
           
           
    
           
           
     
 
             
                 
           
              
             
Tax Structures and Burdens
personal income and GSP. As expected, state rankings in the major revenue categories re-
main similar to those from the other two tax burden measures.
South Carolina ranks 26 in combined state and local own-source revenue as a percentage of
TTR, but in tax revenue only, the state ranks 40. A relatively high ratio of nontax revenue
to TTR pushes up the state’s overall share (Tables 18 and 19).
Table 18. South Carolina Combined State and Local Revenue as a Percentage
of Total Taxable Resources, 2001-02
S.C. Revenue S.C. U.S. Revenue
% of TTR Rank % of TTR
Revenue from Own Sources 11.8 26 11.6
Nontax Revenue 4.6 13 3.7
State and Local Taxes 7.2 40 7.8
Property Tax 2.3 25 2.4
General Sales Tax 1.8 31 31
Selective Sales Tax 0.7 38 0.9
Individual income Tax 1.7 31 1.8
Corporate Income Tax 0.1 40 0.3
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
Table 19. State and Local Revenue as a Share of TTR, Southeastern State Rankings 2001-02
Own- Total Prop- Retail Select. Indiv. Corp. Other Non-
State
Source Tax erty Sales Sales Income Income Taxes Tax
Alabama 11 41 50 18 7 35 18 17 2
Arkansas 20 17 49 4 17 18 21 38 20
Florida 29 37 19 12 9 47 25 14 16
Georgia 36 36 37 14 49 19 31 50 38
Kentucky 25 18 44 34 11 6 19 15 27
Louisiana 3 8 46 3 4 40 26 12 5
Mississippi 4 11 34 7 13 39 12 28 3
North Carolina 38 44 43 40 22 13 24 41 33
South Carolina 26 40 25 31 38 31 40 33 13
Tennessee 47 49 41 8 32 44 17 20 37
Virginia 46 47 36 44 24 16 44 29 40
West Virginia 6 7 42 30 1 21 7 10 11
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
TAX BURDEN IN SUMMARY
Each of the three tax burden measures—combined state and local own-source revenue as a
percentage of personal income, GSP, or TTR—yields similar insights into how South Caro-
lina compares to other states.
First, the state’s tax-only burden is quite low compared to other states (Table 20). South 
Carolina ranked at or close to 40 out of 50 states and the District of Columbia on all three
measures of tax burden. In other words, South Carolina’s combined state and local revenue
system was near or in the bottom fifth of all states in each of these measures of tax burden.
Because taxes are levied to support general government activities that do not lend them-
Strom Thurmond Institute 22 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
             
       
             
          
 
         
       
       
       
       
       
       
       
        
        
       
       
        
 
         
           
             
            
             
              
           
 
            
            
             
           
               
             
           
       
  
             
               
             
         
             
 
                                            
                   
    
Tax Structures and Burdens
selves to a fee-for-service, state and local policymakers appear to have chosen a tax system
that imposes a relatively low burden on taxpayers.
Table 20. Southeastern State Rankings in Measures of Tax Burden, Fiscal Year 2002
% of Personal Income % of GSP % of TTR
State
Own Source Tax Own Source Tax Own Source Tax
Alabama 23 49 13 38 11 41
Arkansas 26 22 19 15 20 17
Florida 37 46 15 28 29 37
Georgia 38 35 42 39 36 36
Kentucky 25 16 30 21 25 18
Louisiana 5 11 8 16 3 8
Mississippi 10 21 4 9 4 11
North Carolina 32 32 44 46 38 44
South Carolina 24 42 29 37 26 40
Tennessee 50 51 49 49 47 49
Virginia 43 44 43 44 46 47
West Virginia 11 13 3 3 6 7
Second, South Carolina’s burden from nontax revenue is relatively high compared to other
states. The state ranked 13 or 14 in all three tax burden measures in this revenue category,
much closer to the top. By using fees, service charges, and other miscellaneous revenue,
South Carolina state and local governments have chosen to obtain a larger share of their
own source revenue from charges that are directly linked to the public service provided. In 
this payment mode, revenue is collected from users who receive direct benefit from these
services, such as parks and recreation, hospitals, waste disposal, and parking fees.
The results of the three tax burden measures also raise questions of tax revenue adequacy
for South Carolina when the state’s low state ranking in revenue per capita and tax capacity
is also taken into account. Some of the nation’s poorest states are in the Southeast, includ-
ing Mississippi, West Virginia, and Arkansas. The tax burden measures show that these
states tend to rank near the top in tax revenue as a share of either personal income, GSP,
or TTR despite their low rankings in revenue per capita. South Carolina, on the other hand,
has low rankings in tax burden measures for tax-only revenue sources despite its relatively
low income, GSP, and TTR per capita.
TAX EFFORT
When tax (or fiscal) burdens are measured as a percentage of tax (or fiscal) capacity, the
resulting number is known as tax (or fiscal) effort. Tax effort indicates how hard a state is
working to raise revenue from its existing tax bases.12 States with low tax effort likely have
considerable untapped tax capacity. States with high tax effort may be overtaxing their citi-
zens or businesses, or they may have a high capacity for taxing nonresidents, such as tour-
ists.
12 South Carolina uses tax effort based on school district property tax bases to distribute a portion of state
funding for K-12 education.
Strom Thurmond Institute 23 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
     
                 
               
            
             
          
 
               
           
            
            
               
        
            
          
    
  








     
     
     
     
     
     
     
      
      
     
     
      
       
   
 
             
               
           
   
 
                
            
           
        
           
       
Tax Structures and Burdens
REPRESENTATIVE TAX SYSTEM—TAX EFFORT MEASURE
The RTS measure of state tax capacity also offers a measure of state tax effort. The RTS tax
effort index is calculated as the ratio of actual per capita tax collections to potential per
capita tax collections, or RTS tax capacity. More recent revisions to the RTS methodology
broadened the revenue base to include nontax revenues such as fees and charges, so that
tax capacity became fiscal capacity and tax effort became fiscal effort.
In tax effort, a higher index or state rank (high=1) means that the state is taxing its existing
tax bases harder than states with lower indexes or ranks. Table 21 presents RTS tax effort
indexes (tax revenue as a percentage of RTS tax capacity) for southeastern states for fiscal
years 1994 and 1997. By this measure, relative state tax effort in South Carolina was around
90 percent of the U.S. average and state rank remained unchanged over the period. Eight of
the 12 southeastern states rose in the rankings between 1994 and 1997, although neighbors
Georgia and North Carolina dropped in state rank by five and six points, respectively.
Table 21. RTS Index of Tax Effort, Southeastern States,
Fiscal Years1994 and 1997
1994 1997
State RTS State RTS State
Index Rank Index Rank
Alabama 80 49 82 46
Arkansas 86 40 95 30
Florida 91 33 91 33
Georgia 93 30 91 35
Kentucky 95 26 97 24
Louisiana 78 50 89 40
Mississippi 98 20 102 17
North Carolina 96 23 96 29
South Carolina 88 38 90 38
Tennessee 81 48 81 47
Virginia 86 40 89 39
West Virginia 95 26 100 21
United States Average 100 — 100 —
Source: Tannenwald, 2002.
Over the period 1994 to 1997, state indexes of tax effort in the Southeast tended to in-
crease relative to the U.S. average. In other words, a number of states around the country
worked their tax bases harder in 1997 than in 1994 to raise revenue to provide a given level
of public services.
Shifts of more than a point or two in a state’s index also tended to raise state rank. The
District of Columbia and New York taxed their standard bases much more intensively than 
other states in both 1994 and 1997. Their indexes of tax effort in 1997 were 153 (DC) and
144 (NY), much higher than third-ranked Wisconsin (122) and fourth-ranked Minnesota
(121) and well above index levels in the southeastern states. Appendix K lists indexes of
state tax effort for 1994 and 1997 for all states.
Strom Thurmond Institute 24 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
       
             
               
          
              
             
              
              
              
      
 
             
             
               
          
             
               
 
               
                  
             
               
               
               
              
            
         
 
 
            
        
                      
 
             
     
    
    
               
 
                                            
                 
                   
                    
                 
       
Tax Structures and Burdens
COMPARATIVE STATE TAX EFFORT: A SIMPLIFIED MEASURE
We have developed a simplified method for comparing state-only tax effort for the major
state taxes. This new measure of tax effort contains some of the benefits of the RTS ap-
proach while permitting fast and up-to-date comparisons. Limitations on data availability and
considerations of relative significance led us to use only three major state taxes: individual
income, general sales, and selective sales.13 Because state tax data is published far more
quickly than combined state and local revenue data, we were able to calculate our simplified
measure of state tax effort for fiscal years 2002, 2003, and 2004. However, we recognize
that by excluding local taxes and particularly property taxes our simplified method will not
give a complete measure of tax effort.
We used two slightly different methods to create our simplified tax effort index. In general
the simplified index of state tax effort was created by first dividing state tax revenue from
the individual income tax, the general sales tax, and three selective sales taxes into their re-
spective tax bases. An index was then constructed based on the share of each of these
taxes in the total for the three sources: 36.2 percent for individual income tax, 45.7 percent
for general sales tax, and 18.1 percent for selective sales in fiscal year 2002, for example.
The two methods vary only in their choice of tax base. Method 1, which is calculated only
for fiscal year 2002, uses actual state retail sales as the tax base for the state retail sales tax.
Retail sales data is available every 5 years in the U.S. Census Bureau’s Economic Census.
Method 2, which is calculated for fiscal years 2002, 2003, and 2004, uses GSP for retail
trade at the tax base for the state retail sales tax. Both Methods 1 and 2 use state personal
income as the tax base for the individual income tax and selective sales taxes. By using these
broad measures of the tax base we were able to eliminate the effect of state-to-state differ-
ences in exemptions, deductions and exclusions for the individual income and general sales














Method 2 (2002-04) State Personal Income GSP for retail trade State Personal Income
13 Corporate income tax was excluded because of its small share in total revenue and because comparable
corporate profit data could not be obtained for each state’s tax base. Selective sales taxes were limited to the
big three: gasoline, alcohol and tobacco. While the property tax is a significant part of the combined state and
local tax burden it was excluded from the simplified measure because of the difficulty in calculating a represen-
tative property tax rate for each state.
Strom Thurmond Institute 25 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
          
              
            
          
         
            
    














          
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
          
          
         
         
          
           
 
           
            
              
             
           
 
         
            
            
            
             
             
              
            
               
  
        
           
             
Tax Structures and Burdens
As Table 22 shows, South Carolina ranks between 25 and 27 among the 50 states on this
simplified index of state tax effort for fiscal years 2002, 2003, and 2004. In each of those
years, South Carolina was close to the U.S. average in state tax effort. In the Southeast,
Georgia and Louisiana were closest in state tax effort to South Carolina. Arkansas, Ken-
tucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, and West Virginia have much higher-than-average state
tax effort as measured by this index. Alabama, Florida, Tennessee, and Virginia have lower-
than-average state tax effort.
Table 22. Simplified State Tax Effort
2001-02 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04
State Rank Rank Rank Rank
Method 1 Method 2 Method 2 Method 2
United States 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Alabama 89.7 39 89.4 39 86.8 39 88.2 38
Arkansas 128.5 4 128.9 4 126.2 5 128.3 4
Florida 77.6 42 78.5 41 80.8 41 85.3 40
Georgia 98.8 28 98.5 28 96.0 30 96.1 31
Kentucky 120.3 8 120.2 8 123.5 7 117.3 10
Louisiana 103.0 22 101.4 25 104.3 22 106.0 23
Mississippi 122.2 6 121.4 6 123.7 6 118.8 7
N. Carolina 116.4 13 115.2 13 113.4 13 109.6 16
S. Carolina 99.5 27 99.2 27 101.4 25 99.6 26
Tennessee 66.8 48 69.0 47 74.6 43 74.6 42
Virginia 94.9 31 94.3 33 91.9 34 91.4 34
West Virginia 132.0 3 131.8 3 132.7 2 129.3 2
Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
These new indexes for state tax effort in South Carolina are considerably higher than the
state’s RTS indexes for 1994 and 1997, when South Carolina had state and local combined
tax effort well below the U.S. average. The state’s rank in the nation is much higher as well.
The RTS index of tax effort also factors in many more state and local taxes than this simpli-
fied index, of which the most important is the property tax.
Because most southeastern states are below average in property tax burden, the exclusion 
of property taxes from the simplified index is likely the primary reason that most south-
eastern states have higher index values and rank higher relative to the average state than 
they do in the RTS index of tax effort. Because this simplified index of state tax effort nei-
ther includes local (mainly property) taxes nor state nontax revenue, it must be used with 
caution as an overall indicator of state tax effort. Nevertheless it is a useful measure that
can be easily updated from year to year as a supplement to annual measures of tax ade-
quacy, tax capacity, and tax burden. Changes in this partial index from year to year may of-
fer a quick guide to what is happening to South Carolina state taxes in relation to those of
its neighbors.
COMPARATIVE TAX BURDEN IN RELATION TO TAX COMPETITION
The measures of tax burden and tax effort discussed in this paper provide indicators of
state and local revenue potential. They also explore how states rank in tax competition. A
Strom Thurmond Institute 26 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
             
              
              
           
  
 
         
           
            
         
             
         
      
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
           
  
 
          
    
 
          
           
          
             
        
 
                                            
         
Tax Structures and Burdens
state with a relatively low measure of overall tax burden or tax effort might be able to in-
crease some of its taxes without unduly burdening its citizens relative to those in other
states. A state with a relatively low measure of tax burden or effort might also be in a
strong competitive position to attract or retain business firms that are particularly sensitive
to tax differentials.
Tax competition in the retail sales tax is particularly important for South Carolina because
20 of the state’s 46 counties border either North Carolina or Georgia (Table 23). Forty-six 
percent of South Carolina’s population lived in these border counties and earned a total of
$17.1 billion in taxable income in fiscal year 2002. Neither Georgia nor North Carolina im-
pose the general sales tax on food14 and also impose lower sales tax rates on other
Table 23. Taxable Income in South Carolina’s Border Counties





















Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, S.C. Department of Revenue, National Association
of Counties.
consumption (four and 4.5 percent, respectively). These facts increase the likelihood of
cross-border shopping by South Carolinians.
Businesses do respond to jurisdictional tax competition and incentives and frequently tend
to locate within states with lower tax burdens, other things being equal. There is cross-
border competition in the corporate income tax because it plays a role in business profit-
ability. There is also cross-border competition in the individual income tax because it is a
factor in location decisions made by firms and retirees.
14 Food sales are subject to local sales taxes.
Strom Thurmond Institute 27 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
            
              
            
            
             
      
 
           
            
            
            
               
          
          
 
             
              
               
       
            
    
 
          
          
             
             
              
             
            
      
     
            
 
          
         
           
               
       
 
             
             
Tax Structures and Burdens
On all of the three measures of corporate income tax burden, South Carolina ranks below
all of the southeastern states but Virginia. It also is ranked within the bottom 20 percent of
all states in the corporate income tax burden. These results suggest that South Carolina is
very competitive with other states in the corporate income tax. These results also rein-
force the findings presented earlier in this report that South Carolina does not rely heavily
on revenue from the corporate income tax.
Property taxes also affect business profitability. South Carolina and other states give prop-
erty tax incentives to larger firms to induce them to locate within their borders. In South 
Carolina these incentives, which reduce property taxes paid by locating firms for many
years, are larger in counties where unemployment rates are higher and personal incomes
are lower. By any of the three measures of tax burden, South Carolina ranked at or just be-
low the U.S. median in property tax burden in fiscal year 2002. In the Southeast, however,
all states except Florida rank even lower than South Carolina in property tax burden.
But property taxes also fund local government services such as schools, public safety, public
health, and parks and recreation. These services contribute directly to the quality of life
within a city or county as well as to the quality of the local workforce. When comparing
property tax differences between jurisdictions, management must weigh the competing fac-
tors of property tax rates, property tax incentives, workforce quality, and quality of life is-
sues when making site location decisions.
Both firms and households decide where to make purchases based on sales tax considera-
tions. Interstate tax competition among geographic neighbors appears to increase the pres-
sure to keep state and local general sales tax rates in line with those of their neighbors.
Growth of the internet as a retail marketplace can be expected to both increase this ten-
dency and to broaden the set of jurisdictions that could be regarded as neighbors. Similarly,
the greater awareness that border (and other) residents have of alternative income and se-
lective tax structures forces state and local governments to constantly analyze their existing
tax structure and to consider possible changes.
WHERE DOES SOUTH CAROLINA STAND?
Are taxes high or low in South Carolina? There is no simple answer.
Tax rates in three of South Carolina’s state taxes—individual income, corporate income,
and general sales—are moderate when compared to tax rates in other southeastern states.
The state’s division of revenue between state and local governments and among revenue
sources is close to the U.S. average. Overall, the state’s revenue system is well distributed
among revenue sources and levels of government.
South Carolina is low in tax capacity. The state ranked in the bottom 20 percent of states in 
all four measures of tax capacity in selected fiscal years from 1997 to 2004. These findings
Strom Thurmond Institute 28 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
               
   
 
             
            
                
                
          
 
           
           
           
               
                  
            
 
             
            
              
              
            
    
 
            
            
             
            
 
        
             
           
           
           
             
   
 
       
 
             
              
            
           
      
Tax Structures and Burdens
suggest that the state may have to work harder than the average state to raise an adequate
amount of revenue.
South Carolina has a low tax burden for combined state and local revenue from taxes. The
state ranked near or within the bottom fifth of states in the three measures of tax burden 
examined in this report: tax revenue as a share of state personal income (42), as a share of
GSP (37), and as a share of total taxable resources (40). The state ranked particularly low in 
the tax burden for selective sales taxes and the corporate income tax.
South Carolina has a moderate tax burden for combined state and local revenue from own 
sources. Both state and local governments in South Carolina rely heavily on fees and service
charges for revenue, which raised the state’s rank in tax burden for own-source revenue to
close to that of the median state: own-source revenue as a share of state personal income
(24), as a share of GSP (29), and as a share of total taxable resources (26). South Carolina’s
rank in nontax revenue from own sources alone was 13 in the U.S. in fiscal year 2002.
South Carolina is relatively low in tax effort when it is measured using the RTS measure for
state and local revenue combined. The state ranked 38 in this measure in fiscal years 1994 
and 1997. The RTS index takes into account 21 individual state and local taxes in order to
come up with a single measure of tax effort. By this measure, over two-thirds of the states
worked harder to raise revenue from their state and local tax bases than South Carolina
during the mid 1990s.
South Carolina has a moderate tax effort when it is measured by the simplified tax effort
measure developed for this report, which considers only the major state revenue sources:
individual income tax, general sales tax, and three selective sales taxes (alcohol, gasoline,
and tobacco). This index is limited in scope but easily evaluated on a yearly basis.
Finally, in the measure of tax adequacy—revenue per capita—South Carolina’s combined
state and local tax collections were well below the national average and the median state
for most taxes in fiscal year 2002. Overall, the state ranked 47 in the nation with $2,375 in 
taxes per capita. Even in own-source revenue, the state ranked only 44 in the nation with
$3,874 per capita in revenue collections. Compared to the average state, these findings sug-
gest that South Carolina may not collect adequate revenue to support an average level of
public services.
What do these findings mean for South Carolina?
Tax rates for particular taxes matter in competit ion . If rates are too high, indi-
viduals and firms may choose to locate or shop elsewhere. The review of major state tax 
rates in this report shows that South Carolina’s rates are moderate or low. Cross-border
competition may become a factor if certain tax rates (e.g., general sales, individual income,
corporate income) become too dissimilar, however.
Strom Thurmond Institute 29 November 2005
 
     
                                                                                                                         
          
         
              
           
      
 
           
            
             
            
         
            
            
            
    
 
          
              
           
            
                
           
           
            
      
Tax Structures and Burdens
Tax burdens matter to individuals . How much do South Carolinians pay for govern-
ment? Although actual tax bills may be high for certain individuals, overall South Carolina
ranks relatively low among the states on tax burden for the major state and local taxes.
Whether measured using state personal income, GSP, or total taxable resources, South 
Carolina has a low tax burden.
The one area in which South Carolina ranks fairly high is in the burden from fees, service
charges, and other nontax revenue from own sources. The impact of this burden may not
be readily apparent, though, as individuals pay fees to government for services they can eas-
ily measure (such as waste disposal) and from which they directly benefit (such as hospitals,
higher education, state parks and local recreation programs). The high tax burden from
nontax revenue should be considered as state and local policymakers look to future reve-
nue diversification. Taxes as a group are moderately regressive. Fees and charges, however,
put a much higher burden on lower income individuals and households and make the overall
revenue system more regressive.
Total revenue collections matter to policymakers . Does the government raise suf-
ficient revenue to support a basic level of public services? South Carolina’s very low state
rank in both combined state and local tax revenue per capita and revenue from own 
sources per capita suggests that as policymakers consider changes in the revenue system,
they need to do so in a context of how well the state’s revenue sources are keeping up 
with population growth, inflation, and the demand for public services. On the one hand,
South Carolina’s relatively low tax capacity suggests that raising higher amounts of revenue
will take some effort. On the other hand, the state’s low-to-moderate tax effort suggests
that some headroom for doing so remains. 
Strom Thurmond Institute 30 November 2005
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State Only Local Only State Share Local Share
United States 904,971,370 535,241,161 369,730,209 59.1% 40.9%
Alabama 9,718,827 6,509,765 3,209,062 67.0% 33.0%
Alaska 2,069,908 1,089,504 980,404 52.6% 47.4%
Arizona 14,420,322 8,477,321 5,943,001 58.8% 41.2%
Arkansas 6,460,855 5,226,050 1,234,805 80.9% 19.1%
California 120,424,066 77,755,376 42,668,690 64.6% 35.4%
Colorado 13,900,024 6,923,171 6,976,853 49.8% 50.2%
Connecticut 15,124,928 9,032,787 6,092,141 59.7% 40.3%
Delaware 2,687,098 2,173,600 513,498 80.9% 19.1%
District of Columbia 3,227,909 -- 3,227,909 -- 100.0%
Florida 44,840,449 25,352,237 19,488,212 56.5% 43.5%
Georgia 24,058,380 13,772,147 10,286,233 57.2% 42.8%
Hawaii 4,239,557 3,420,671 818,886 80.7% 19.3%
Idaho 3,291,095 2,271,075 1,020,020 69.0% 31.0%
Illinois 41,569,580 22,474,774 19,094,806 54.1% 45.9%
Indiana 16,986,637 10,200,590 6,786,047 60.1% 39.9%
Iowa 8,330,414 5,006,251 3,324,163 60.1% 39.9%
Kansas 7,974,975 4,808,361 3,166,614 60.3% 39.7%
Kentucky 10,780,757 7,974,690 2,806,067 74.0% 26.0%
Louisiana 12,182,065 7,356,936 4,825,129 60.4% 39.6%
Maine 4,541,146 2,626,830 1,914,316 57.8% 42.2%
Maryland 19,874,281 10,821,276 9,053,005 54.4% 45.6%
Massachusetts 23,895,436 14,822,592 9,072,844 62.0% 38.0%
Michigan 30,644,184 21,864,052 8,780,132 71.3% 28.7%
Minnesota 18,456,409 13,224,036 5,232,373 71.7% 28.3%
Mississippi 6,523,722 4,728,905 1,794,817 72.5% 27.5%
Missouri 15,123,432 8,728,932 6,394,500 57.7% 42.3%
Montana 2,135,182 1,442,731 692,451 67.6% 32.4%
Nebraska 5,316,341 2,992,522 2,323,819 56.3% 43.7%
Nevada 6,432,564 3,945,329 2,487,235 61.3% 38.7%
New Hampshire 3,598,862 1,897,021 1,701,841 52.7% 47.3%
New Jersey 34,628,804 18,328,814 16,299,990 52.9% 47.1%
New Mexico 4,877,614 3,628,055 1,249,559 74.4% 25.6%





   
  
        
       
       
      
      
      
      
       
       
       
      
      
      
      
      
      
       
      
      
    
 




State Only Local Only State Share Local Share
North Carolina 22,576,419 15,537,366 7,039,053 68.8% 31.2%
North Dakota 1,728,755 1,117,299 611,456 64.6% 35.4%
Ohio 36,165,190 20,130,415 16,034,775 55.7% 44.3%
Oklahoma 8,781,889 6,052,680 2,729,209 68.9% 31.1%
Oregon 9,003,237 5,163,687 3,839,550 57.4% 42.6%
Pennsylvania 37,626,620 22,135,537 15,491,083 58.8% 41.2%
Rhode Island 3,622,244 2,127,609 1,494,635 58.7% 41.3%
South Carolina 9,751,701 6,087,792 3,663,909 62.4% 37.6%
South Dakota 1,841,448 976,596 864,852 53.0% 47.0%
Tennessee 12,973,768 7,797,681 5,176,087 60.1% 39.9%
Texas 58,980,508 28,662,395 30,318,113 48.6% 51.4%
Utah 6,026,142 3,925,382 2,100,760 65.1% 34.9%
Vermont 1,965,132 1,518,479 446,653 77.3% 22.7%
Virginia 22,131,246 12,781,149 9,350,097 57.8% 42.2%
Washington 19,513,503 12,628,567 6,884,936 64.7% 35.3%
West Virginia 4,641,349 3,551,756 1,089,593 76.5% 23.5%
Wisconsin 18,609,916 11,813,831 6,796,085 63.5% 36.5%
Wyoming 1,818,368 1,094,402 723,966 60.2% 39.8%
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United States 100.0% 30.8% 24.6% 11.2% 22.4% 3.1% 4.1% 3.8%
Alabama 100.0% 15.2% 30.5% 18.8% 21.9% 3.3% 4.3% 5.9%
Alaska 100.0% 40.1% 5.9% 9.1% 0.0% 13.0% 4.1% 27.8%
Arizona 100.0% 29.5% 40.1% 9.0% 14.5% 2.4% 1.9% 2.6%
Arkansas 100.0% 15.5% 39.3% 12.4% 24.2% 2.7% 4.2% 1.6%
California 100.0% 25.1% 26.0% 8.5% 27.4% 4.4% 4.7% 3.8%
Colorado 100.0% 29.9% 29.7% 8.4% 25.0% 1.5% 2.2% 3.2%
Connecticut 100.0% 39.6% 20.1% 9.7% 24.4% 1.0% 2.7% 2.5%
Delaware 100.0% 14.9% 0.0% 12.1% 28.4% 9.4% 29.0% 6.2%
District of Columbia 100.0% 24.9% 17.3% 11.7% 29.4% 6.5% 1.6% 8.6%
Florida 100.0% 35.1% 33.5% 17.6% 0.0% 2.7% 3.5% 7.5%
Georgia 100.0% 27.6% 31.1% 7.9% 27.0% 2.4% 2.1% 2.0%
Hawaii 100.0% 14.5% 38.0% 14.9% 26.2% 1.2% 3.9% 1.2%
Idaho 100.0% 29.1% 24.2% 10.3% 25.6% 2.3% 6.9% 1.6%
Illinois 100.0% 38.2% 18.1% 15.3% 18.0% 3.3% 4.9% 2.3%
Indiana 100.0% 35.2% 22.4% 10.1% 24.3% 4.2% 2.2% 1.6%
Iowa 100.0% 34.5% 24.2% 10.4% 21.8% 1.1% 6.4% 1.5%
Kansas 100.0% 31.7% 28.8% 9.7% 23.3% 1.5% 2.9% 2.2%
Kentucky 100.0% 18.3% 21.4% 15.1% 32.4% 2.8% 5.2% 4.6%
Louisiana 100.0% 15.9% 39.7% 17.3% 14.7% 2.2% 4.3% 5.9%
Maine 100.0% 42.1% 18.4% 8.9% 23.6% 1.7% 3.8% 1.4%
Maryland 100.0% 27.2% 13.5% 11.5% 38.5% 1.8% 2.2% 5.3%
Massachusetts 100.0% 36.5% 15.5% 7.0% 33.1% 3.4% 2.1% 2.4%
Michigan 100.0% 32.0% 25.4% 8.0% 21.5% 6.7% 4.2% 2.1%
Minnesota 100.0% 28.3% 20.5% 11.6% 29.5% 2.9% 4.7% 2.6%
Mississippi 100.0% 25.2% 35.9% 14.0% 15.1% 3.0% 4.6% 2.1%
Missouri 100.0% 25.7% 28.1% 11.9% 26.0% 2.0% 3.5% 2.9%
Montana 100.0% 39.9% 0.0% 17.5% 24.2% 3.2% 9.3% 5.8%
Nebraska 100.0% 32.9% 24.2% 10.0% 21.7% 2.0% 4.0% 5.1%
Nevada 100.0% 26.5% 34.5% 25.2% 0.0% 0.0% 6.8% 7.0%
New Hampshire 100.0% 60.3% 0.0% 16.8% 2.0% 10.5% 5.1% 5.3%
New Jersey 100.0% 46.3% 17.3% 8.1% 19.8% 3.2% 2.8% 2.5%
New Mexico 100.0% 15.5% 36.2% 11.4% 20.2% 2.5% 3.6% 10.7%
New York 100.0% 30.2% 18.7% 6.6% 34.0% 5.7% 1.3% 3.5%
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North Carolina 100.0% 24.0% 21.7% 13.0% 32.2% 3.0% 4.0% 2.0%
North Dakota 100.0% 30.8% 22.8% 17.0% 11.5% 2.9% 5.9% 9.0%
Ohio 100.0% 29.4% 21.3% 8.5% 32.6% 2.1% 4.6% 1.5%
Oklahoma 100.0% 16.9% 29.6% 9.6% 26.0% 2.0% 9.4% 6.5%
Oregon 100.0% 34.9% 0.0% 9.9% 40.8% 2.2% 5.6% 6.7%
Pennsylvania 100.0% 29.0% 19.9% 10.1% 25.3% 3.2% 5.5% 7.0%
Rhode Island 100.0% 40.4% 20.2% 12.0% 22.7% 0.8% 2.6% 1.4%
South Carolina 100.0% 31.8% 25.0% 10.1% 24.1% 1.6% 3.4% 4.0%
South Dakota 100.0% 36.3% 36.5% 14.0% 0.0% 2.2% 8.6% 2.4%
Tennessee 100.0% 26.6% 45.0% 12.5% 1.1% 3.9% 7.3% 3.6%
Texas 100.0% 41.6% 31.1% 17.5% 0.0% 0.0% 6.9% 2.9%
Utah 100.0% 23.6% 32.7% 10.8% 26.6% 1.8% 2.4% 2.1%
Vermont 100.0% 41.9% 10.9% 18.2% 20.8% 1.9% 3.8% 2.5%
Virginia 100.0% 30.3% 16.2% 13.4% 30.3% 1.4% 3.1% 5.3%
Washington 100.0% 29.7% 47.3% 14.1% 0.0% 0.0% 3.4% 5.6%
West Virginia 100.0% 19.4% 20.7% 21.9% 22.3% 4.7% 3.8% 7.1%
Wisconsin 100.0% 34.7% 21.0% 9.6% 26.7% 2.4% 3.9% 1.6%
Wyoming 100.0% 38.1% 31.9% 6.1% 0.0% 0.0% 5.8% 18.1%




              
          
 
            
               
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
               
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
              
              
              
              
              
Appendix C














United States $4,599 $3,143 $969 $774 $351 $705
Alabama 3,900 41 2,169 51 329 51 662 32 409 17 475 38
Alaska 8,457 1 3,230 16 1,295 11 190 47 294 35 0 46
Arizona 3,641 48 2,651 37 782 34 1,063 5 239 49 384 40
Arkansas 3,551 50 2,386 46 371 50 938 10 295 34 578 33
California 5,099 10 3,442 10 864 31 894 13 293 36 945 10
Colorado 4,840 12 3,090 20 925 26 918 11 261 42 773 18
Connecticut 5,425 6 4,373 3 1,733 2 880 15 426 13 1,065 6
Delaware 5,757 5 3,333 14 496 45 0 48 405 20 947 9
District of Columbia 7,230 2 5,717 1 1,423 5 989 8 668 2 1,681 1
Florida 4,299 30 2,688 35 944 22 901 12 474 9 0 47
Georgia 4,099 35 2,817 29 778 35 877 16 223 51 760 21
Hawaii 4,764 15 3,434 11 498 44 1,306 2 512 5 900 13
Idaho 3,875 43 2,450 44 714 37 593 39 252 44 627 30
Illinois 4,480 26 3,303 15 1,261 12 598 37 504 6 594 32
Indiana 4,235 33 2,758 30 970 20 617 35 280 38 669 25
Iowa 4,513 22 2,839 27 981 18 687 29 296 33 618 31
Kansas 4,253 32 2,940 26 931 25 846 19 284 37 684 24
Kentucky 3,867 45 2,636 38 483 46 565 42 399 21 855 15
Louisiana 4,370 28 2,721 32 433 47 1,081 4 471 10 400 39
Maine 4,759 16 3,499 9 1,473 4 644 33 313 28 827 16
Maryland 4,850 11 3,652 7 995 17 494 44 420 15 1,405 3
Massachusetts 5,119 9 3,726 5 1,360 9 576 41 260 43 1,234 4
Michigan 4,521 21 3,051 23 975 19 775 22 244 46 657 28
Minnesota 5,394 8 3,673 6 1,038 15 753 23 425 14 1,083 5
Mississippi 3,720 47 2,275 49 574 42 817 21 319 26 344 41
Missouri 3,826 46 2,663 36 683 38 748 24 317 27 692 23
Montana 3,878 42 2,345 48 936 23 0 49 411 16 568 36
Nebraska 4,546 18 3,079 21 1,013 16 746 25 308 29 668 26
Nevada 4,513 23 2,967 25 785 33 1,022 6 749 1 0 48
New Hampshire 4,006 37 2,821 28 1,701 3 0 50 475 8 56 43
New Jersey 5,399 7 4,037 4 1,871 1 699 28 327 25 801 17
New Mexico 4,174 34 2,629 39 407 49 951 9 299 32 530 37
New York 6,232 3 4,641 2 1,401 6 868 17 306 31 1,577 2
North Carolina 4,081 36 2,716 33 652 39 591 40 354 22 874 14
38 
 
          
   
            
              
             
             
             
             
              
              
              
             
             
             
             
             
             
              
             
             
    













North Dakota 4,478 27 2,728 31 840 32 622 34 464 11 315 42
Ohio 4,531 20 3,169 19 933 24 674 31 270 41 1,034 8
Oklahoma $3,913 40 $2,518 43 $425 48 $745 26 243 47 655 29
Oregon 4,311 29 2,555 42 891 28 0 51 252 45 1,043 7
Pennsylvania 4,537 19 3,052 22 885 29 608 36 307 30 771 19
Rhode Island 4,556 17 3,389 13 1,368 8 684 30 405 19 770 20
South Carolina 3,874 44 2,375 47 754 36 593 38 241 48 572 35
South Dakota 3,618 49 2,422 45 878 30 884 14 339 23 0 49
Tennessee 3,432 51 2,240 50 596 41 1,009 7 279 39 25 44
Texas 3,969 38 2,715 34 1,129 14 843 20 475 7 0 45
Utah 4,262 31 2,598 40 612 40 849 18 279 40 692 22
Vermont 4,494 25 3,188 18 1,336 10 348 46 581 3 662 27
Virginia 4,508 24 3,043 24 923 27 493 45 406 18 923 11
Washington 4,830 13 3,216 17 954 21 1,522 1 452 12 0 50
West Virginia 3,940 39 2,571 41 499 43 533 43 563 4 573 34
Wisconsin 4,797 14 3,421 12 1,189 13 719 27 328 24 914 12
Wyoming 6,109 4 3,643 8 1,387 7 1,161 3 224 50 0 51




         
      
        
 
        
           
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
           
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
          
          
          
Appendix C, continued
State and Local Government Own Source Revenue Per Capita










United States 98 128 118 1,456
Alabama 72 22 93 37 129 22 1,731 7
Alaska 420 1 131 23 899 1 5,227 1
Arizona 64 29 50 51 69 35 990 51
Arkansas 65 28 101 33 37 51 1,165 48
California 152 7 163 12 130 21 1,657 11
Colorado 46 40 69 46 99 26 1,750 5
Connecticut 43 42 117 27 108 24 1,053 50
Delaware 312 3 968 1 205 8 2,424 3
District of Columbia 374 2 89 40 492 3 1,513 19
Florida 73 21 94 35 201 9 1,611 14
Georgia 67 26 58 50 55 39 1,282 38
Hawaii 43 43 134 21 41 49 1,330 35
Idaho 57 34 169 10 38 50 1,425 27
Illinois 110 12 161 15 74 34 1,177 46
Indiana 115 11 62 49 45 47 1,477 22
Iowa 30 46 182 8 44 48 1,675 9
Kansas 45 41 86 42 64 37 1,313 36
Kentucky 74 20 138 19 122 23 1,231 41
Louisiana 59 33 116 28 161 17 1,649 12
Maine 60 32 135 20 48 45 1,260 39
Maryland 66 27 80 44 193 10 1,198 42
Massachusetts 127 9 78 45 91 29 1,393 29
Michigan 206 6 129 24 65 36 1,469 23
Minnesota 106 13 173 9 95 27 1,721 8
Mississippi 68 23 105 32 49 43 1,445 26
Missouri 53 37 93 38 78 33 1,164 49
Montana 75 19 219 3 135 20 1,533 18
Nebraska 62 30 124 25 158 18 1,466 24
Nevada 0 48 202 6 208 7 1,546 16
New Hampshire 296 4 145 17 149 19 1,185 45
New Jersey 128 8 112 29 99 25 1,361 34
New Mexico 67 24 93 36 281 4 1,545 17
40 
 
        
   
        
          
          
          
         
         
         
         
          
          
          
         
         
         
         
         
         
          
         
         
    
 









New York 265 5 62 48 161 16 1,591 15
North Carolina 80 17 110 30 55 40 1,365 32
North Dakota 79 18 162 14 245 5 1,750 6
Ohio 67 25 146 16 47 46 1,362 33
Oklahoma 50 38 236 2 163 14 1,395 28
Oregon 56 35 143 18 170 13 1,755 4
Pennsylvania 97 14 169 11 214 6 1,485 21
Rhode Island 26 47 87 41 48 44 1,168 47
South Carolina 39 45 80 43 95 28 1,499 20
South Dakota 53 36 208 5 59 38 1,197 43
Tennessee 87 15 163 13 81 30 1,192 44
Texas 0 49 188 7 80 32 1,254 40
Utah 48 39 64 47 53 42 1,664 10
Vermont 61 31 120 26 80 31 1,306 37
Virginia 42 44 93 39 163 15 1,466 25
Washington 0 50 109 31 179 12 1,614 13
West Virginia 122 10 97 34 183 11 1,369 31
Wisconsin 82 16 134 22 55 41 1,377 30
Wyoming 0 51 213 4 658 2 2,467 2




           
       
 
           
  
  
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
               
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
              
              
              
              
              
Appendix D
State Personal Income Per Capita and State Rank, 2000 to 2004
State
2000
Per Capita Personal Income
2001 2002 2003 2004 2000
State Rank
2001 2002 2003 2004
2004 %
of U.S.
Alabama $23,764 $24,714 $25,392 $26,307 $27,630 45 45 41 41 42 83.6%
Alaska 29,867 31,704 32,316 33,015 34,085 16 15 15 14 17 103.2%
Arizona 25,660 26,214 26,494 27,193 28,609 38 38 38 39 39 86.6%
Arkansas 21,925 23,018 23,388 24,226 25,724 49 50 50 50 49 77.9%
California 32,464 32,877 32,807 33,389 35,172 9 9 13 13 12 106.4%
Colorado 33,370 34,491 34,032 34,542 36,109 8 7 8 8 10 109.3%
Connecticut 41,489 42,920 42,545 42,810 45,506 1 2 2 2 2 137.7%
Delaware 30,869 32,097 32,886 33,822 35,559 14 14 12 11 11 107.6%
District of Columbia 40,456 44,827 45,935 48,280 52,101 2 1 1 1 1 157.7%
Florida 28,509 29,268 29,700 30,116 31,460 21 22 22 24 25 95.2%
Georgia 27,989 28,675 28,683 28,890 30,074 27 28 30 32 33 91.0%
Hawaii 28,422 28,745 29,462 30,531 32,606 23 25 23 23 20 98.7%
Idaho 24,075 25,018 25,181 25,354 26,839 43 41 44 47 47 81.2%
Illinois 32,185 32,532 32,895 33,774 34,725 10 12 11 12 14 105.1%
Indiana 27,132 27,397 27,993 28,843 30,070 32 33 33 33 34 91.0%
Iowa 26,554 27,103 28,107 28,562 30,970 34 35 32 35 28 93.7%
Kansas 27,694 28,714 28,956 29,651 31,003 28 26 27 27 27 93.8%
Kentucky 24,412 24,914 25,335 25,907 27,151 41 43 43 44 45 82.2%
Louisiana 23,078 24,685 25,175 25,853 27,219 46 46 45 45 43 82.4%
Maine 25,969 27,286 27,713 28,453 29,973 36 34 34 36 35 90.7%
Maryland 34,257 35,628 36,531 37,464 39,629 6 5 5 5 5 119.9%
Massachusetts 37,756 38,949 38,975 39,776 42,102 4 4 4 3 3 127.4%
Michigan 29,552 29,940 30,225 31,589 32,052 18 20 20 20 23 97.0%
Minnesota 32,017 32,609 33,229 34,221 36,173 11 10 9 9 9 109.5%
Mississippi 21,005 21,950 22,291 23,126 24,379 51 51 51 51 51 73.8%
Missouri 27,241 27,813 28,363 29,199 30,516 31 31 31 29 32 92.4%
Montana 22,929 24,672 25,083 26,244 27,666 47 47 46 42 41 83.7%
Nebraska 27,625 28,684 29,162 30,750 32,276 30 27 26 21 21 97.7%
Nevada 30,437 30,721 30,738 31,947 33,783 15 16 19 18 18 102.2%
New Hampshire 33,396 33,850 34,055 34,547 36,676 7 8 7 7 7 111.0%
New Jersey 38,365 39,142 39,392 39,737 41,636 3 3 3 4 4 126.0%
New Mexico 22,135 24,088 24,247 24,903 26,154 48 48 48 48 48 79.2%
New York 34,897 35,622 35,343 35,933 38,333 5 6 6 6 6 116.0%
North Carolina 27,068 27,493 27,505 27,852 29,303 33 32 35 38 37 88.7%
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App endix D, Per Capita Personal Income State Rank 2004 %
Continued 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 of U.S.
North Dakota 25,106 25,876 26,450 28,725 29,247 39 40 39 34 38 88.5%
Ohio 28,207 28,594 29,194 29,938 31,135 25 29 25 26 26 94.2%
Oklahoma 24,407 26,009 25,848 26,556 27,819 42 39 40 40 40 84.2%
Oregon $28,097 $28,502 $28,922 $29,175 $30,584 26 30 28 30 31 92.6%
Pennsylvania 29,695 30,275 31,005 31,730 33,257 17 19 18 19 19 100.7%
Rhode Island 29,214 30,680 31,475 32,452 34,180 19 17 16 16 16 103.4%
South Carolina 24,424 24,985 25,343 25,950 27,153 40 42 42 43 44 82.2%
South Dakota 25,720 26,944 26,864 29,063 30,617 37 36 37 31 30 92.7%
Tennessee 26,097 26,864 27,468 28,412 29,806 35 37 36 37 36 90.2%
Texas 28,313 29,044 28,853 29,453 30,697 24 23 29 28 29 92.9%
Utah 23,878 24,809 25,073 25,645 26,946 44 44 47 46 46 81.6%
Vermont 27,680 28,944 29,245 30,103 31,737 29 24 24 25 24 96.1%
Virginia 31,087 32,534 33,018 33,993 36,175 13 11 10 10 8 109.5%
Washington 31,779 32,289 32,523 32,838 35,017 12 13 14 15 13 106.0%
West Virginia 21,900 23,256 23,969 24,450 25,681 50 49 49 49 50 77.7%
Wisconsin 28,570 29,392 30,011 30,613 32,063 20 21 21 22 22 97.0%
Wyoming 28,460 30,301 31,013 32,316 34,199 22 18 17 17 15 103.5%
United States 29,845 30,575 30,814 31,487 33,041 121.9%
New England 36,118 37,334 37,379 38,026 40,269 114.6%
Mideast 34,077 34,907 35,166 35,816 37,874 97.7%
Great Lakes 29,496 29,909 30,377 31,292 32,295 97.6%
Plains 28,326 29,045 29,613 30,582 32,236 90.1%
Southeast 26,484 27,356 27,736 28,331 29,754 90.1%
Southwest 27,088 27,961 27,873 28,506 29,782 95.8%
Rocky Mountain 28,489 29,658 29,609 30,183 31,668 105.0%
Far West 31,836 32,271 32,307 32,873 34,678 126.0%




         
         
 
           
  
  
               
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
                 
Appendix E
Gross State Product Per Capita and State Rank, 2000-2004
State
2000
Per Capita Gross State Product
2001 2002 2003 2004 2000
State Rank
2001 2002 2003 2004
2004 %
of U.S.
United States $34,548 $35,279 $36,161 $37,566 $39,725 -- -- -- -- -- 100.0%
Alabama 25,651 26,469 27,619 29,041 30,869 47 47 46 46 46 77.7%
Alaska 43,968 43,261 46,409 48,905 51,909 4 5 4 4 4 130.7%
Arizona 30,515 31,011 31,816 32,849 34,812 35 35 35 37 37 87.6%
Arkansas 24,706 25,472 26,305 27,326 29,391 48 48 48 49 49 74.0%
California 37,971 37,874 38,972 40,553 43,204 9 13 12 12 12 108.8%
Colorado 39,603 40,098 40,294 41,427 43,458 8 8 9 10 11 109.4%
Connecticut 47,090 48,186 48,348 49,925 53,032 3 3 3 3 3 133.5%
Delaware 53,862 56,620 58,294 61,706 65,362 2 2 2 2 2 164.5%
District of Columbia 102,312 111,033 118,971 126,731 138,540 1 1 1 1 1 348.7%
Florida 29,293 30,382 31,313 32,573 34,435 38 39 39 39 39 86.7%
Georgia 35,360 35,693 36,001 37,020 38,862 15 17 19 22 22 97.8%
Hawaii 33,146 34,140 35,484 37,374 39,848 22 21 21 20 18 100.3%
Idaho 27,088 27,680 28,496 29,522 31,273 45 45 45 45 45 78.7%
Illinois 37,321 38,092 38,631 39,507 41,050 12 12 13 15 15 103.3%
Indiana 31,957 31,948 33,012 34,412 36,484 28 31 32 31 31 91.8%
Iowa 31,011 31,686 33,328 34,807 37,609 31 33 29 29 27 94.7%
Kansas 30,983 32,284 33,129 34,228 36,171 32 28 30 32 32 91.1%
Kentucky 27,843 28,651 29,739 31,158 32,911 43 43 43 42 41 82.8%
Louisiana 30,149 30,800 30,011 32,117 33,869 37 37 41 40 40 85.3%
Maine 27,918 28,830 30,073 31,186 32,899 42 42 40 41 42 82.8%
Maryland 33,885 35,770 37,276 38,654 41,020 20 16 16 16 16 103.3%
Massachusetts 43,505 44,316 44,786 46,277 49,528 5 4 5 5 5 124.7%
Michigan 33,867 33,563 34,555 35,650 36,802 21 24 25 27 29 92.6%
Minnesota 37,584 38,223 39,655 41,504 43,878 10 11 11 9 10 110.5%
Mississippi 22,513 22,994 23,905 24,933 26,237 51 51 51 51 51 66.0%
Missouri 31,473 32,263 32,940 33,891 35,327 30 29 33 34 35 88.9%
Montana 23,649 24,978 26,259 27,865 29,650 49 49 49 48 48 74.6%
Nebraska 32,527 33,610 35,084 37,640 39,024 26 23 22 17 21 98.2%
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App endix E , Per Capita Gross State Product State Rank 2004 %
Continued 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 of U.S.
Nevada $37,061 $37,271 $37,997 $40,010 42,967 13 15 15 13 13 108.2%
New Hampshire 35,133 35,256 36,144 37,403 39,916 17 18 18 19 17 100.5%
New Jersey 40,784 42,596 44,050 45,594 47,828 6 6 6 6 6 120.4%
New Mexico 27,680 27,783 28,792 30,384 32,056 44 44 44 44 44 80.7%
New York 40,498 41,766 41,923 43,619 46,639 7 7 7 8 8 117.4%
North Carolina 33,956 35,042 36,244 37,460 39,385 19 20 17 18 19 99.1%
North Dakota 28,194 29,545 31,567 34,097 35,763 40 40 37 33 33 90.0%
Ohio 32,668 32,910 33,799 34,878 36,641 25 27 28 28 30 92.2%
Oklahoma 26,011 26,715 27,333 28,852 30,537 46 46 47 47 47 76.9%
Oregon 32,924 32,051 32,672 33,659 35,638 23 30 34 35 34 89.7%
Pennsylvania 31,865 33,165 34,458 35,868 37,730 29 26 26 25 26 95.0%
Rhode Island 32,201 33,524 34,653 36,580 38,569 27 25 24 23 23 97.1%
South Carolina 28,043 29,001 29,780 30,844 32,426 41 41 42 43 43 81.6%
South Dakota 30,738 31,790 33,961 35,739 38,120 33 32 27 26 25 96.0%
Tennessee 30,571 31,355 33,043 34,741 36,880 34 34 31 30 28 92.8%
Texas 34,504 35,220 35,697 37,186 39,312 18 19 20 21 20 99.0%
Utah 30,265 30,901 31,747 32,598 34,579 36 36 36 38 38 87.0%
Vermont 28,955 30,436 31,499 33,171 35,277 39 38 38 36 36 88.8%
Virginia 36,635 38,580 39,711 41,290 44,147 14 10 10 11 9 111.1%
Washington 37,440 37,655 38,564 39,982 42,160 11 14 14 14 14 106.1%
West Virginia 23,066 24,149 25,071 25,795 27,242 50 50 50 50 50 68.6%
Wisconsin 32,793 33,736 34,834 36,187 38,413 24 22 23 24 24 96.7%
Wyoming 35,268 38,732 40,718 44,371 47,340 16 9 8 7 7 119.2%
New England 40,723 41,612 42,180 43,670 46,521 117.1%
Mideast 38,494 40,057 41,019 42,663 45,264 113.9%
Great Lakes 34,131 34,450 35,315 36,418 38,085 95.9%
Plains 32,855 33,724 34,943 36,455 38,452 96.8%
Southeast 30,457 31,427 32,310 33,643 35,586 89.6%
Southwest 32,517 33,172 33,756 35,184 37,216 93.7%
Rocky Mountain 33,801 34,609 35,254 36,471 38,465 96.8%
Far West 37,455 37,374 38,431 39,989 42,548 107.1%




         
         
 
           
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                     
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                   
                    
                    
                    
                    
Appendix F
Total Taxable Resources Per Capita and State Rank, 2001-2003
State
Dollars Per Capita Per Capita Index Rank
2001 2002 2003 2001 2002 2003 2001 2002 2003
United States $39,235 $39,704 $41,263 100.0 100.0 100.0
Alabama 29,645 30,556 31,889 75.6 77.0 77.3 47 46 47
Alaska 45,044 47,902 50,615 114.8 120.6 122.7 8 6 6
Arizona 34,251 34,793 36,025 87.3 87.6 87.3 36 38 38
Arkansas 28,409 29,140 30,201 72.4 73.4 73.2 49 50 50
California 41,126 41,632 43,437 104.8 104.9 105.3 17 17 16
Colorado 43,873 43,576 45,074 111.8 109.8 109.2 12 12 14
Connecticut 56,974 55,672 57,737 145.2 140.2 139.9 3 3 3
Delaware 62,257 64,003 67,632 158.7 161.2 163.9 1 1 1
District of Columbia 59,975 62,449 67,529 152.9 157.3 163.7 2 2 2
Florida 36,471 37,022 38,278 93.0 93.2 92.8 28 31 30
Georgia 38,379 38,335 39,467 97.8 96.6 95.6 19 24 25
Hawaii 37,335 38,105 40,188 95.2 96.0 97.4 26 25 21
Idaho 31,316 31,942 33,178 79.8 80.5 80.4 45 43 44
Illinois 42,258 42,473 43,424 107.7 107.0 105.2 14 15 17
Indiana 35,864 36,776 38,225 91.4 92.6 92.6 32 32 32
Iowa 35,748 37,359 38,865 91.1 94.1 94.2 34 28 28
Kansas 37,371 38,090 39,302 95.3 95.9 95.2 25 26 26
Kentucky 32,022 32,737 34,065 81.6 82.5 82.6 43 42 41
Louisiana 32,444 31,763 33,567 82.7 80.0 81.3 41 44 43
Maine 32,899 33,959 35,070 83.8 85.5 85.0 40 39 39
Maryland 44,884 46,077 47,794 114.4 116.1 115.8 9 8 8
Massachusetts 49,758 49,241 51,367 126.8 124.0 124.5 5 5 5
Michigan 36,301 37,113 38,379 92.5 93.5 93.0 30 30 29
Minnesota 41,926 43,004 45,187 106.9 108.3 109.5 15 13 13
Mississippi 26,348 27,093 28,204 67.2 68.2 68.4 51 51 51
Missouri 36,288 36,709 37,957 92.5 92.5 92.0 31 33 33
Montana 29,039 30,135 31,842 74.0 75.9 77.2 48 48 48
Nebraska 37,482 38,693 41,247 95.5 97.5 100.0 23 19 19
Nevada 42,330 42,770 45,365 107.9 107.7 109.9 13 14 12
New Hampshire 43,937 44,055 45,451 112.0 111.0 110.1 11 11 11
New Jersey 51,102 51,768 53,439 130.2 130.4 129.5 4 4 4
New Mexico 31,412 31,482 33,074 80.1 79.3 80.2 44 45 45
New York 46,467 45,546 47,637 118.4 114.7 115.4 6 9 9
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Appendix F, con - Dollars Per Capita Per Capita Index Rank
t inued 2001 2002 2003 2001 2002 2003 2001 2002 2003
North Carolina 37,666 38,667 39,973 96.0 97.4 96.9 21 20 24
North Dakota 33,298 35,122 37,606 84.9 88.5 91.1 38 37 34
Ohio 36,431 37,179 38,265 92.9 93.6 92.7 29 29 31
Oklahoma 30,081 30,458 32,116 76.7 76.7 77.8 46 47 46
Oregon $35,783 $36,157 $37,383 91.2 91.1 90.6 33 34 36
Pennsylvania 37,544 38,626 40,118 95.7 97.3 97.2 22 22 22
Rhode Island 40,445 41,380 43,537 103.1 104.2 105.5 18 18 15
South Carolina 32,251 32,861 34,006 82.2 82.8 82.4 42 41 42
South Dakota 36,668 38,630 40,562 93.5 97.3 98.3 27 21 20
Tennessee 34,083 35,180 36,717 86.9 88.6 89.0 37 36 37
Texas 37,412 37,539 39,225 95.4 94.5 95.1 24 27 27
Utah 33,075 33,820 34,808 84.3 85.2 84.4 39 40 40
Vermont 35,149 35,917 37,546 89.6 90.5 91.0 35 35 35
Virginia 44,193 45,280 47,197 112.6 114.0 114.4 10 10 10
Washington 41,304 41,872 43,289 105.3 105.5 104.9 16 16 18
West Virginia 28,386 29,512 30,216 72.3 74.3 73.2 50 49 49
Wisconsin 37,687 38,608 40,035 96.1 97.2 97.0 20 23 23
Wyoming 45,178 46,748 50,509 115.1 117.7 122.4 7 7 7




           
    
     
 
        
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
           
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
          
          
          
          
Appendix G
RTS Index of State Tax Capacity and State Rank, Fiscal Years
1987, 1994 and 1997
State
1987 1994 1997
Index Rank Index Rank Index Rank
Alabama 75 49 83 48 81 48
Alaska 169 1 135 2 133 1
Arizona 100 19 93 34 100 21
Arkansas 75 49 81 49 80 49
California 117 9 105 14 116 8
Colorado 111 11 110 10 115 9
Connecticut 139 2 132 3 129 3
Delaware 124 5 119 8 120 7
District of Columbia 122 7 125 5 123 6
Florida 105 15 100 20 98 22
Georgia 94 26 95 29 98 23
Hawaii 113 10 125 5 130 2
Idaho 77 47 90 40 87 44
Illinois 97 22 108 11 103 16
Indiana 87 37 96 23 95 28
Iowa 84 41 93 34 94 29
Kansas 93 27 96 23 94 32
Kentucky 79 44 85 45 86 45
Louisiana 86 40 92 36 89 43
Maine 97 22 88 43 95 27
Maryland 109 13 107 12 106 14
Massachusetts 127 4 114 9 112 11
Michigan 95 25 101 19 96 26
Minnesota 104 16 104 15 103 17
Mississippi 65 51 70 51 71 51
Missouri 91 32 95 29 93 33
Montana 87 37 96 23 92 36
Nebraska 91 31 96 23 98 24
Nevada 110 12 142 1 129 4
New Hampshire 123 6 107 12 110 12
New Jersey 122 7 124 7 114 10
New Mexico 87 37 90 40 90 41
New York 108 14 103 17 106 13
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North Carolina 90 34 92 36 93 35
North Dakota 90 34 94 33 96 25
Ohio 91 31 97 22 94 31
Oklahoma 93 27 86 44 83 47
Oregon 92 29 99 21 103 15
Pennsylvania 92 29 96 23 92 39
Rhode Island 96 24 91 38 92 38
South Carolina 80 43 85 45 84 46
South Dakota 78 46 91 38 94 30
Tennessee 84 41 90 40 90 42
Texas 99 20 95 29 91 40
Utah 79 44 85 45 92 37
Vermont 103 17 95 29 101 19
Virginia 102 18 104 15 101 20
Washington 99 20 102 18 101 18
West Virginia 77 47 81 49 77 50
Wisconsin 88 36 96 23 93 34





                
          
 
            
               
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
               
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
              
              
              
              
              
Appendix H














United States 14.9% n.a. 10.2% n.a. 3.1% n.a. 2.5% n.a. 1.1% n.a. 2.3% n.a.
Alabama 15.4% 23 8.5% 49 1.3% 51 2.6% 21 1.6% 9 1.9% 37
Alaska 26.2% 1 10.0% 30 4.0% 8 0.6% 47 0.9% 41 0.0% 46
Arizona 13.7% 41 10.0% 28 3.0% 28 4.0% 4 0.9% 42 1.5% 41
Arkansas 15.2% 26 10.2% 22 1.6% 49 4.0% 5 1.3% 21 2.5% 22
California 15.5% 18 10.5% 15 2.6% 36 2.7% 18 0.9% 43 2.9% 14
Colorado 14.2% 39 9.1% 45 2.7% 34 2.7% 19 0.8% 49 2.3% 29
Connecticut 12.8% 49 10.3% 19 4.1% 7 2.1% 39 1.0% 34 2.5% 19
Delaware 17.5% 4 10.1% 24 1.5% 50 0.0% 48 1.2% 24 2.9% 13
District of Columbia 15.7% 16 12.4% 3 3.1% 25 2.2% 37 1.5% 13 3.7% 3
Florida 14.5% 37 9.1% 46 3.2% 22 3.0% 14 1.6% 10 0.0% 47
Georgia 14.3% 38 9.8% 35 2.7% 35 3.1% 13 0.8% 48 2.6% 17
Hawaii 16.2% 13 11.7% 5 1.7% 46 4.4% 2 1.7% 6 3.1% 10
Idaho 15.4% 21 9.7% 37 2.8% 31 2.4% 27 1.0% 33 2.5% 20
Illinois 13.6% 44 10.0% 27 3.8% 12 1.8% 41 1.5% 12 1.8% 38
Indiana 15.1% 28 9.9% 33 3.5% 17 2.2% 35 1.0% 35 2.4% 26
Iowa 16.1% 14 10.1% 25 3.5% 15 2.4% 25 1.1% 31 2.2% 33
Kansas 14.7% 33 10.2% 23 3.2% 20 2.9% 16 1.0% 37 2.4% 27
Kentucky 15.3% 25 10.4% 16 1.9% 44 2.2% 33 1.6% 11 3.4% 6
Louisiana 17.4% 5 10.8% 11 1.7% 45 4.3% 3 1.9% 4 1.6% 39
Maine 17.2% 7 12.6% 2 5.3% 1 2.3% 30 1.1% 26 3.0% 12
Maryland 13.3% 47 10.0% 29 2.7% 33 1.4% 45 1.1% 25 3.8% 2
Massachusetts 13.1% 48 9.6% 39 3.5% 14 1.5% 44 0.7% 51 3.2% 9
Michigan 15.0% 29 10.1% 26 3.2% 19 2.6% 22 0.8% 47 2.2% 35
Minnesota 16.2% 12 11.1% 7 3.1% 24 2.3% 32 1.3% 19 3.3% 7
Mississippi 16.7% 10 10.2% 21 2.6% 37 3.7% 9 1.4% 14 1.5% 40
Missouri 13.5% 45 9.4% 41 2.4% 40 2.6% 20 1.1% 27 2.4% 24
Montana 15.5% 20 9.3% 43 3.7% 13 0.0% 49 1.6% 8 2.3% 30
Nebraska 15.6% 17 10.6% 14 3.5% 16 2.6% 23 1.1% 30 2.3% 28
Nevada 14.7% 34 9.7% 38 2.6% 38 3.3% 11 2.4% 1 0.0% 48
New Hampshire 11.8% 51 8.3% 50 5.0% 2 0.0% 50 1.4% 15 0.2% 43
New Jersey 13.7% 42 10.2% 20 4.8% 3 1.8% 42 0.8% 46 2.0% 36
New Mexico 17.2% 6 10.8% 10 1.7% 47 3.9% 6 1.2% 22 2.2% 34
New York 17.6% 3 13.1% 1 4.0% 9 2.5% 24 0.9% 45 4.5% 1
North Carolina 14.8% 32 9.9% 32 2.4% 41 2.1% 38 1.3% 17 3.2% 8
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App endix H, Own Source Taxes Property General Sales Selective Sales Individual Income
continued $ Rank $ Rank $ Rank $ Rank $ Rank $ Rank
North Dakota 16.9% 9 10.3% 18 3.2% 23 2.4% 28 1.8% 5 1.2% 42
Ohio 15.5% 19 10.9% 9 3.2% 21 2.3% 31 0.9% 40 3.5% 5
Oklahoma 15.1% 27 9.7% 36 1.6% 48 2.9% 17 0.9% 39 2.5% 18
Oregon 14.9% 30 8.8% 48 3.1% 26 0.0% 51 0.9% 44 3.6% 4
Pennsylvania 14.6% 35 9.8% 34 2.9% 30 2.0% 40 1.0% 36 2.5% 21
Rhode Island 14.5% 36 10.8% 12 4.3% 6 2.2% 36 1.3% 18 2.4% 23
South Carolina 15.3% 24 9.4% 42 3.0% 27 2.3% 29 1.0% 38 2.3% 32
South Dakota 13.5% 46 9.0% 47 3.3% 18 3.3% 12 1.3% 20 0.0% 49
Tennessee 12.5% 50 8.2% 51 2.2% 42 3.7% 8 1.0% 32 0.1% 44
Texas 13.8% 40 9.4% 40 3.9% 11 2.9% 15 1.6% 7 0.0% 45
Utah 17.0% 8 10.4% 17 2.4% 39 3.4% 10 1.1% 28 2.8% 16
Vermont 15.4% 22 10.9% 8 4.6% 4 1.2% 46 2.0% 3 2.3% 31
Virginia 13.7% 43 9.2% 44 2.8% 32 1.5% 43 1.2% 23 2.8% 15
Washington 14.9% 31 9.9% 31 2.9% 29 4.7% 1 1.4% 16 0.0% 50
West Virginia 16.4% 11 10.7% 13 2.1% 43 2.2% 34 2.4% 2 2.4% 25
Wisconsin 16.0% 15 11.4% 6 4.0% 10 2.4% 26 1.1% 29 3.0% 11
Wyoming 19.7% 2 11.7% 4 4.5% 5 3.7% 7 0.7% 50 0.0% 51




          
      
        
 
        
          
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
           
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
          
          
          
Appendix H, continued
State and Local Government Revenue as a Share of State










United States 0.3% n.a. 0.4% n.a. 0.4% n.a. 4.7% n.a.
Alabama 0.3% 21 0.4% 33 0.5% 18 6.8% 4
Alaska 1.3% 1 0.4% 29 2.8% 1 16.2% 1
Arizona 0.2% 26 0.2% 50 0.3% 31 3.7% 43
Arkansas 0.3% 22 0.4% 24 0.2% 47 5.0% 24
California 0.5% 8 0.5% 17 0.4% 23 5.1% 21
Colorado 0.1% 43 0.2% 46 0.3% 26 5.1% 20
Connecticut 0.1% 46 0.3% 41 0.3% 32 2.5% 51
Delaware 0.9% 2 2.9% 1 0.6% 12 7.4% 3
District of Columbia 0.8% 4 0.2% 49 1.1% 4 3.3% 49
Florida 0.2% 25 0.3% 36 0.7% 8 5.4% 16
Georgia 0.2% 28 0.2% 47 0.2% 42 4.5% 36
Hawaii 0.1% 42 0.5% 22 0.1% 51 4.5% 34
Idaho 0.2% 30 0.7% 6 0.2% 50 5.7% 15
Illinois 0.3% 10 0.5% 18 0.2% 35 3.6% 45
Indiana 0.4% 9 0.2% 44 0.2% 46 5.3% 18
Iowa 0.1% 45 0.6% 9 0.2% 48 6.0% 12
Kansas 0.2% 40 0.3% 38 0.2% 36 4.5% 33
Kentucky 0.3% 20 0.5% 13 0.5% 20 4.9% 28
Louisiana 0.2% 27 0.5% 21 0.6% 10 6.5% 7
Maine 0.2% 31 0.5% 19 0.2% 44 4.5% 32
Maryland 0.2% 39 0.2% 45 0.5% 17 3.3% 50
Massachusetts 0.3% 12 0.2% 48 0.2% 34 3.6% 46
Michigan 0.7% 6 0.4% 25 0.2% 39 4.9% 27
Minnesota 0.3% 13 0.5% 14 0.3% 27 5.2% 19
Mississippi 0.3% 16 0.5% 20 0.2% 38 6.5% 8
Missouri 0.2% 38 0.3% 35 0.3% 30 4.1% 42
Montana 0.3% 17 0.9% 3 0.5% 16 6.1% 10
Nebraska 0.2% 32 0.4% 26 0.5% 15 5.0% 23
Nevada 0.0% 48 0.7% 7 0.7% 9 5.0% 22
New Hampshire 0.9% 3 0.4% 27 0.4% 22 3.5% 47
New Jersey 0.3% 11 0.3% 39 0.3% 33 3.5% 48
New Mexico 0.3% 23 0.4% 32 1.2% 3 6.4% 9
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App endix H, Corporate Income License Taxes Other Taxes Nontax Revenue
continued $ Rank $ Rank $ Rank $
New York 0.7% 5 0.2% 51 0.5% 21 4.5% 35
North Carolina 0.3% 19 0.4% 31 0.2% 41 5.0% 25
North Dakota 0.3% 18 0.6% 10 0.9% 5 6.6% 6
Ohio 0.2% 29 0.5% 15 0.2% 45 4.7% 30
Oklahoma 0.2% 35 0.9% 2 0.6% 11 5.4% 17
Oregon 0.2% 36 0.5% 16 0.6% 13 6.1% 11
Pennsylvania 0.3% 15 0.5% 12 0.7% 7 4.8% 29
Rhode Island 0.1% 47 0.3% 42 0.2% 49 3.7% 44
South Carolina 0.2% 41 0.3% 37 0.4% 24 5.9% 13
South Dakota 0.2% 34 0.8% 4 0.2% 37 4.5% 38
Tennessee 0.3% 14 0.6% 11 0.3% 25 4.3% 41
Texas 0.0% 49 0.7% 8 0.3% 28 4.3% 40
Utah 0.2% 37 0.3% 43 0.2% 40 6.6% 5
Vermont 0.2% 33 0.4% 28 0.3% 29 4.5% 37
Virginia 0.1% 44 0.3% 40 0.5% 19 4.4% 39
Washington 0.0% 50 0.3% 34 0.6% 14 5.0% 26
West Virginia 0.5% 7 0.4% 30 0.8% 6 5.7% 14
Wisconsin 0.3% 24 0.4% 23 0.2% 43 4.6% 31
Wyoming 0.0% 51 0.7% 5 2.1% 2 8.0% 2




                
          
 
            
               
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
               
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
              
              
              
              
              
Appendix I














United States 12.7% n.a. 8.7% n.a. 2.7% n.a. 2.1% n.a. 1.0% n.a. 1.9% n.a.
Alabama 14.1% 13 7.9% 38 1.2% 50 2.4% 17 1.5% 7 1.7% 35
Alaska 18.2% 1 7.0% 48 2.8% 20 0.4% 47 0.6% 47 -- 46
Arizona 11.4% 40 8.3% 33 2.5% 31 3.3% 6 0.7% 41 1.2% 41
Arkansas 13.5% 19 9.1% 15 1.4% 47 3.6% 4 1.1% 18 2.2% 20
California 13.1% 26 8.8% 23 2.2% 35 2.3% 19 0.8% 40 2.4% 11
Colorado 12.0% 36 7.7% 43 2.3% 34 2.3% 20 0.6% 46 1.9% 29
Connecticut 11.2% 45 9.0% 17 3.6% 6 1.8% 37 0.9% 31 2.2% 18
Delaware 9.9% 50 5.7% 50 0.9% 51 -- 48 0.7% 45 1.6% 36
District of Columbia 6.1% 51 4.8% 51 1.2% 49 0.8% 46 0.6% 50 1.4% 39
Florida 13.7% 15 8.6% 28 3.0% 14 2.9% 9 1.5% 6 -- --
Georgia 11.4% 42 7.8% 39 2.2% 36 2.4% 16 0.6% 48 2.1% 23
Hawaii 13.4% 20 9.7% 8 1.4% 48 3.7% 2 1.4% 9 2.5% 10
Idaho 13.6% 17 8.6% 27 2.5% 29 2.1% 26 0.9% 30 2.2% 19
Illinois 11.6% 39 8.6% 29 3.3% 11 1.5% 41 1.3% 14 1.5% 37
Indiana 12.8% 33 8.4% 31 2.9% 16 1.9% 36 0.8% 35 2.0% 27
Iowa 13.5% 18 8.5% 30 2.9% 15 2.1% 29 0.9% 28 1.9% 32
Kansas 12.8% 32 8.9% 20 2.8% 19 2.6% 15 0.9% 34 2.1% 26
Kentucky 13.0% 30 8.9% 21 1.6% 43 1.9% 34 1.3% 10 2.9% 5
Louisiana 14.6% 8 9.1% 16 1.4% 45 3.6% 3 1.6% 4 1.3% 40
Maine 15.8% 2 11.6% 1 4.9% 1 2.1% 23 1.0% 20 2.7% 7
Maryland 13.0% 28 9.8% 6 2.7% 23 1.3% 42 1.1% 17 3.8% 1
Massachusetts 11.4% 41 8.3% 34 3.0% 13 1.3% 43 0.6% 49 2.8% 6
Michigan 13.1% 27 8.8% 24 2.8% 18 2.2% 22 0.7% 44 1.9% 31
Minnesota 13.6% 16 9.3% 11 2.6% 25 1.9% 35 1.1% 19 2.7% 8
Mississippi 15.6% 4 9.5% 9 2.4% 32 3.4% 5 1.3% 11 1.4% 38
Missouri 11.6% 38 8.1% 36 2.1% 37 2.3% 21 1.0% 25 2.1% 25
Montana 14.8% 7 8.9% 19 3.6% 7 -- 49 1.6% 5 2.2% 22
Nebraska 13.0% 31 8.8% 25 2.9% 17 2.1% 25 0.9% 33 1.9% 30
Nevada 11.9% 37 7.8% 41 2.1% 38 2.7% 12 2.0% 2 -- 48
New Hampshire 11.1% 47 7.8% 42 4.7% 2 -- 50 1.3% 13 0.2% 43
New Jersey 12.3% 35 9.2% 13 4.2% 3 1.6% 40 0.7% 42 1.8% 34
New Mexico 14.5% 9 9.1% 14 1.4% 46 3.3% 7 1.0% 21 1.8% 33
New York 14.9% 6 11.1% 2 3.3% 10 2.1% 27 0.7% 43 3.8% 2
North Carolina 11.3% 44 7.5% 46 1.8% 42 1.6% 39 1.0% 24 2.4% 12
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North Dakota 14.2% 12 8.6% 26 2.7% 24 2.0% 33 1.5% 8 1.0% 42
Ohio 13.4% 22 9.4% 10 2.8% 21 2.0% 30 0.8% 38 3.1% 4
Oklahoma 14.3% 10 9.2% 12 1.6% 44 2.7% 11 0.9% 29 2.4% 13
Oregon 13.2% 23 7.8% 40 2.7% 22 -- 51 0.8% 39 3.2% 3
Pennsylvania 13.2% 24 8.9% 22 2.6% 27 1.8% 38 0.9% 27 2.2% 16
Rhode Island 13.1% 25 9.8% 7 3.9% 5 2.0% 32 1.2% 16 2.2% 17
South Carolina 13.0% 29 8.0% 37 2.5% 28 2.0% 31 0.8% 37 1.9% 28
South Dakota 10.7% 48 7.1% 47 2.6% 26 2.6% 14 1.0% 23 -- 49
Tennessee 10.4% 49 6.8% 49 1.8% 41 3.1% 8 0.8% 36 0.1% 44
Texas 11.1% 46 7.6% 45 3.2% 12 2.4% 18 1.3% 12 0.0% 45
Utah 13.4% 21 8.2% 35 1.9% 40 2.7% 13 0.9% 32 2.2% 21
Vermont 14.3% 11 10.1% 4 4.2% 4 1.1% 45 1.8% 3 2.1% 24
Virginia 11.4% 43 7.7% 44 2.3% 33 1.2% 44 1.0% 22 2.3% 14
Washington 12.5% 34 8.3% 32 2.5% 30 3.9% 1 1.2% 15 -- 50
West Virginia 15.7% 3 10.3% 3 2.0% 39 2.1% 24 2.2% 1 2.3% 15
Wisconsin 13.8% 14 9.8% 5 3.4% 8 2.1% 28 0.9% 26 2.6% 9
Wyoming 15.0% 5 8.9% 18 3.4% 9 2.9% 10 0.5% 51 -- 51




           
     
        
 
        
           
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
           
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
          
          
          
Appendix I, continued
State and Local Government Revenue as a Share of Gross State










United States 0.3% n.a. 0.4% n.a. 0.3% n.a. 4.0% n.a.
Alabama 0.3% 18 0.3% 30 0.5% 14 6.3% 2
Alaska 0.9% 1 0.3% 34 1.9% 1 11.3% 1
Arizona 0.2% 27 0.2% 49 0.2% 33 3.1% 46
Arkansas 0.2% 21 0.4% 25 0.1% 45 4.4% 18
California 0.4% 7 0.4% 20 0.3% 23 4.3% 23
Colorado 0.1% 43 0.2% 47 0.2% 27 4.3% 19
Connecticut 0.1% 46 0.2% 41 0.2% 32 2.2% 50
Delaware 0.5% 5 1.7% 1 0.4% 22 4.2% 27
District of Columbia 0.3% 9 0.1% 51 0.4% 17 1.3% 51
Florida 0.2% 23 0.3% 33 0.6% 6 5.1% 12
Georgia 0.2% 32 0.2% 48 0.2% 43 3.6% 39
Hawaii 0.1% 42 0.4% 27 0.1% 51 3.7% 36
Idaho 0.2% 26 0.6% 5 0.1% 49 5.0% 16
Illinois 0.3% 13 0.4% 19 0.2% 37 3.0% 49
Indiana 0.3% 8 0.2% 45 0.1% 48 4.5% 17
Iowa 0.1% 45 0.5% 6 0.1% 50 5.0% 15
Kansas 0.1% 40 0.3% 38 0.2% 36 4.0% 32
Kentucky 0.2% 20 0.5% 13 0.4% 19 4.1% 29
Louisiana 0.2% 30 0.4% 23 0.5% 10 5.5% 7
Maine 0.2% 28 0.4% 14 0.2% 41 4.2% 24
Maryland 0.2% 35 0.2% 43 0.5% 12 3.2% 45
Massachusetts 0.3% 14 0.2% 46 0.2% 35 3.1% 47
Michigan 0.6% 4 0.4% 28 0.2% 38 4.3% 22
Minnesota 0.3% 16 0.4% 17 0.2% 28 4.3% 20
Mississippi 0.3% 11 0.4% 15 0.2% 34 6.0% 4
Missouri 0.2% 37 0.3% 35 0.2% 29 3.5% 40
Montana 0.3% 12 0.8% 3 0.5% 13 5.8% 5
Nebraska 0.2% 34 0.4% 29 0.5% 16 4.2% 26
Nevada -- 48 0.5% 7 0.5% 9 4.1% 30
New Hampshire 0.8% 2 0.4% 21 0.4% 18 3.3% 44
New Jersey 0.3% 10 0.3% 39 0.2% 30 3.1% 48
New Mexico 0.2% 24 0.3% 31 1.0% 3 5.4% 10
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New York 0.6% 3 0.1% 50 0.4% 21 3.8% 34
North Carolina 0.2% 25 0.3% 32 0.2% 44 3.8% 35
North Dakota 0.2% 19 0.5% 10 0.8% 4 5.5% 6
Ohio 0.2% 29 0.4% 18 0.1% 46 4.0% 31
Oklahoma 0.2% 33 0.9% 2 0.6% 8 5.1% 13
Oregon 0.2% 36 0.4% 16 0.5% 11 5.4% 9
Pennsylvania 0.3% 15 0.5% 12 0.6% 7 4.3% 21
Rhode Island 0.1% 47 0.2% 40 0.1% 47 3.4% 43
South Carolina 0.1% 41 0.3% 37 0.3% 24 5.0% 14
South Dakota 0.2% 38 0.6% 4 0.2% 39 3.5% 41
Tennessee 0.3% 17 0.5% 11 0.2% 26 3.6% 38
Texas -- 49 0.5% 8 0.2% 31 3.5% 42
Utah 0.2% 39 0.2% 44 0.2% 40 5.2% 11
Vermont 0.2% 31 0.4% 26 0.3% 25 4.1% 28
Virginia 0.1% 44 0.2% 42 0.4% 20 3.7% 37
Washington -- 50 0.3% 36 0.5% 15 4.2% 25
West Virginia 0.5% 6 0.4% 22 0.7% 5 5.5% 8
Wisconsin 0.2% 22 0.4% 24 0.2% 42 4.0% 33
Wyoming -- 51 0.5% 9 1.6% 2 6.1% 3




                
          
 
            
               
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
               
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
             
              
              
              
              
              
Appendix J














United States 11.6% n.a. 7.9% n.a. 2.4% n.a. 2.0% n.a. 0.9% n.a. 1.8% n.a.
Alabama 12.8% 11 7.1% 41 1.1% 50 2.2% 18 1.3% 7 1.6% 35
Alaska 17.7% 1 6.7% 46 2.7% 14 0.4% 47 0.6% 47 0.0% 46
Arizona 10.5% 42 7.6% 32 2.2% 30 3.1% 5 0.7% 42 1.1% 41
Arkansas 12.2% 20 8.2% 17 1.3% 49 3.2% 4 1.0% 17 2.0% 18
California 12.2% 18 8.3% 13 2.1% 35 2.1% 19 0.7% 40 2.3% 12
Colorado 11.1% 34 7.1% 42 2.1% 33 2.1% 20 0.6% 48 1.8% 29
Connecticut 9.7% 48 7.9% 22 3.1% 6 1.6% 38 0.8% 35 1.9% 22
Delaware 9.0% 51 5.2% 51 0.8% 51 0.0% 48 0.6% 45 1.5% 37
District of Columbia 11.6% 30 9.2% 3 2.3% 28 1.6% 37 1.1% 16 2.7% 5
Florida 11.6% 29 7.3% 37 2.6% 19 2.4% 12 1.3% 9 0.0% 47
Georgia 10.7% 36 7.3% 36 2.0% 37 2.3% 14 0.6% 49 2.0% 19
Hawaii 12.5% 16 9.0% 4 1.3% 47 3.4% 2 1.3% 6 2.4% 11
Idaho 12.1% 22 7.7% 31 2.2% 31 1.9% 27 0.8% 34 2.0% 20
Illinois 10.5% 40 7.8% 26 3.0% 11 1.4% 41 1.2% 12 1.4% 38
Indiana 11.5% 32 7.5% 35 2.6% 15 1.7% 35 0.8% 36 1.8% 27
Iowa 12.1% 23 7.6% 33 2.6% 17 1.8% 28 0.8% 33 1.7% 34
Kansas 11.2% 33 7.7% 28 2.4% 22 2.2% 17 0.7% 37 1.8% 28
Kentucky 11.8% 25 8.1% 18 1.5% 44 1.7% 34 1.2% 11 2.6% 6
Louisiana 13.8% 3 8.6% 8 1.4% 46 3.4% 3 1.5% 4 1.3% 40
Maine 14.0% 2 10.3% 1 4.3% 1 1.9% 25 0.9% 21 2.4% 9
Maryland 10.5% 41 7.9% 20 2.2% 32 1.1% 45 0.9% 23 3.0% 2
Massachusetts 10.4% 45 7.6% 34 2.8% 13 1.2% 43 0.5% 50 2.5% 8
Michigan 12.2% 21 8.2% 15 2.6% 16 2.1% 21 0.7% 44 1.8% 30
Minnesota 12.5% 14 8.5% 9 2.4% 23 1.8% 33 1.0% 18 2.5% 7
Mississippi 13.7% 4 8.4% 11 2.1% 34 3.0% 7 1.2% 13 1.3% 39
Missouri 10.4% 44 7.3% 38 1.9% 38 2.0% 22 0.9% 26 1.9% 24
Montana 12.9% 9 7.8% 25 3.1% 7 0.0% 49 1.4% 5 1.9% 23
Nebraska 11.7% 27 8.0% 19 2.6% 18 1.9% 23 0.8% 31 1.7% 32
Nevada 10.6% 39 6.9% 45 1.8% 39 2.4% 13 1.8% 2 0.0% 48
New Hampshire 9.1% 50 6.4% 48 3.9% 2 0.0% 50 1.1% 15 0.1% 43
New Jersey 10.4% 43 7.8% 23 3.6% 4 1.4% 42 0.6% 46 1.5% 36
New Mexico 13.3% 7 8.4% 12 1.3% 48 3.0% 6 0.9% 20 1.7% 33
New York 13.7% 5 10.2% 2 3.1% 9 1.9% 24 0.7% 43 3.5% 1
North Carolina 10.6% 38 7.0% 44 1.7% 43 1.5% 40 0.9% 22 2.3% 13
58 
 
          
   
            
              
             
             
             
             
              
              
              
             
             
             
             
             
             
              
             
             
          













North Dakota 12.7% 12 7.8% 27 2.4% 24 1.8% 32 1.3% 8 0.9% 42
Ohio 12.2% 19 8.5% 10 2.5% 20 1.8% 29 0.7% 39 2.8% 4
Oklahoma 12.8% 10 8.3% 14 1.4% 45 2.4% 11 0.8% 29 2.2% 14
Oregon 11.9% 24 7.1% 43 2.5% 21 0.0% 51 0.7% 41 2.9% 3
Pennsylvania 11.7% 28 7.9% 21 2.3% 26 1.6% 39 0.8% 30 2.0% 17
Rhode Island 11.0% 35 8.2% 16 3.3% 5 1.7% 36 1.0% 19 1.9% 25
South Carolina 11.8% 26 7.2% 40 2.3% 25 1.8% 31 0.7% 38 1.7% 31
South Dakota 9.4% 49 6.3% 50 2.3% 29 2.3% 15 0.9% 25 0.0% 49
Tennessee 9.8% 47 6.4% 49 1.7% 41 2.9% 8 0.8% 32 0.1% 44
Texas 10.6% 37 7.2% 39 3.0% 10 2.2% 16 1.3% 10 0.0% 45
Utah 12.6% 13 7.7% 30 1.8% 40 2.5% 9 0.8% 28 2.0% 15
Vermont 12.5% 15 8.9% 5 3.7% 3 1.0% 46 1.6% 3 1.8% 26
Virginia 10.0% 46 6.7% 47 2.0% 36 1.1% 44 0.9% 24 2.0% 16
Washington 11.5% 31 7.7% 29 2.3% 27 3.6% 1 1.1% 14 0.0% 50
West Virginia 13.3% 6 8.7% 7 1.7% 42 1.8% 30 1.9% 1 1.9% 21
Wisconsin 12.4% 17 8.9% 6 3.1% 8 1.9% 26 0.8% 27 2.4% 10
Wyoming 13.1% 8 7.8% 24 3.0% 12 2.5% 10 0.5% 51 0.0% 51




             
    
        
 
        
           
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
           
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
          
          
          
Appendix J, continued
State and Local Government Revenue as a Share of Total Taxable Resources










United States 0.2% n.a. 0.3% n.a. 0.3% n.a. 3.7% n.a.
Alabama 0.2% 18 0.3% 30 0.4% 15 5.7% 2
Alaska 0.9% 1 0.3% 33 1.9% 1 10.9% 1
Arizona 0.2% 27 0.1% 49 0.2% 31 2.8% 43
Arkansas 0.2% 21 0.3% 25 0.1% 45 4.0% 20
California 0.4% 8 0.4% 18 0.3% 23 4.0% 21
Colorado 0.1% 43 0.2% 47 0.2% 26 4.0% 17
Connecticut 0.1% 46 0.2% 40 0.2% 32 1.9% 51
Delaware 0.5% 6 1.5% 1 0.3% 22 3.8% 26
District of Columbia 0.6% 3 0.1% 50 0.8% 4 2.4% 50
Florida 0.2% 25 0.3% 35 0.5% 8 4.4% 16
Georgia 0.2% 31 0.2% 48 0.1% 41 3.3% 38
Hawaii 0.1% 42 0.4% 22 0.1% 51 3.5% 35
Idaho 0.2% 29 0.5% 5 0.1% 48 4.5% 15
Illinois 0.3% 10 0.4% 20 0.2% 37 2.8% 46
Indiana 0.3% 9 0.2% 45 0.1% 47 4.0% 18
Iowa 0.1% 45 0.5% 7 0.1% 49 4.5% 14
Kansas 0.1% 41 0.2% 38 0.2% 38 3.4% 36
Kentucky 0.2% 19 0.4% 13 0.4% 18 3.8% 27
Louisiana 0.2% 26 0.4% 21 0.5% 10 5.2% 5
Maine 0.2% 30 0.4% 16 0.1% 44 3.7% 28
Maryland 0.1% 37 0.2% 44 0.4% 16 2.6% 49
Massachusetts 0.3% 11 0.2% 46 0.2% 34 2.8% 44
Michigan 0.6% 5 0.3% 23 0.2% 36 4.0% 22
Minnesota 0.2% 16 0.4% 14 0.2% 28 4.0% 19
Mississippi 0.3% 12 0.4% 19 0.2% 35 5.3% 3
Missouri 0.1% 36 0.3% 36 0.2% 30 3.2% 41
Montana 0.2% 14 0.7% 3 0.4% 13 5.1% 6
Nebraska 0.2% 34 0.3% 29 0.4% 17 3.8% 25
Nevada 0.0% 48 0.5% 8 0.5% 11 3.6% 31
New Hampshire 0.7% 2 0.3% 28 0.3% 21 2.7% 47
New Jersey 0.2% 15 0.2% 39 0.2% 33 2.6% 48
New Mexico 0.2% 22 0.3% 31 0.9% 3 4.9% 9
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New York 0.6% 4 0.1% 51 0.4% 20 3.5% 34
North Carolina 0.2% 24 0.3% 32 0.1% 42 3.5% 33
North Dakota 0.2% 20 0.5% 10 0.7% 5 5.0% 7
Ohio 0.2% 28 0.4% 17 0.1% 46 3.7% 29
Oklahoma 0.2% 33 0.8% 2 0.5% 9 4.6% 12
Oregon 0.2% 35 0.4% 15 0.5% 12 4.9% 10
Pennsylvania 0.3% 13 0.4% 12 0.6% 7 3.8% 24
Rhode Island 0.1% 47 0.2% 41 0.1% 50 2.8% 45
South Carolina 0.1% 40 0.2% 37 0.3% 24 4.6% 13
South Dakota 0.1% 39 0.5% 4 0.2% 40 3.1% 42
Tennessee 0.2% 17 0.5% 9 0.2% 25 3.4% 37
Texas 0.0% 49 0.5% 6 0.2% 29 3.3% 39
Utah 0.1% 38 0.2% 43 0.2% 39 4.9% 8
Vermont 0.2% 32 0.3% 26 0.2% 27 3.6% 30
Virginia 0.1% 44 0.2% 42 0.4% 19 3.2% 40
Washington 0.0% 50 0.3% 34 0.4% 14 3.9% 23
West Virginia 0.4% 7 0.3% 27 0.6% 6 4.6% 11
Wisconsin 0.2% 23 0.3% 24 0.1% 43 3.6% 32
Wyoming 0.0% 51 0.5% 11 1.4% 2 5.3% 4




        
    
   
 
     
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
        
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
      
       
       
       
       
Appendix K
RTS Index of State Tax Effort and State Rank,
Fiscal Years 1994 and 1997
State
1994 1997
Index Rank Index Rank
Alabama 80 49 82 46
Alaska 100 18 110 9
Arizona 97 21 84 44
Arkansas 86 40 95 30
California 96 23 88 41
Colorado 85 42 83 45
Connecticut 109 6 121 4
Delaware 87 39 90 36
District of Columbia 148 2 153 1
Florida 91 33 91 33
Georgia 93 30 91 35
Hawaii 107 10 93 31
Idaho 91 33 97 25
Illinois 96 23 102 18
Indiana 92 32 99 23
Iowa 103 14 100 22
Kansas 101 16 103 14
Kentucky 95 26 97 24
Louisiana 78 50 89 40
Maine 111 5 112 7
Maryland 103 14 100 20
Massachusetts 104 13 109 10
Michigan 105 11 106 11
Minnesota 109 6 122 3
Mississippi 98 20 102 17
Missouri 82 46 92 32
Montana 85 42 87 42
Nebraska 100 18 101 19
Nevada 69 51 73 51
New Hampshire 85 42 79 49
New Jersey 108 9 112 8
New Mexico 97 21 97 27
New York 155 1 144 2
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North Carolina 96 23 96 29
North Dakota 89 35 96 28
Ohio 95 26 102 15
Oklahoma 89 35 97 26
Oregon 95 26 85 43
Pennsylvania 101 16 104 13
Rhode Island 114 4 118 6
South Carolina 88 38 90 38
South Dakota 83 45 79 48
Tennessee 81 48 81 47
Texas 89 12 91 34
Utah 93 30 90 37
Vermont 109 6 102 16
Virginia 86 40 89 39
Washington 105 11 105 12
West Virginia 95 26 100 21
Wisconsin 117 13 121 5



















          
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
         
          
          
          
          
          
          
Appendix L














United States 100 100.0 100.0 100.0
Alabama 89.7 39 89.4 39 86.8 39 88.2 38
Alaska 12.8 50 12.6 50 13.3 50 13.7 50
Arizona 93.7 35 93.5 36 92.0 33 91.5 33
Arkansas 128.5 4 128.9 4 126.2 5 128.3 4
California 107.6 18 107.2 18 107.1 21 107.3 20
Colorado 80.8 40 80.5 40 76.5 42 74.2 43
Connecticut 116.8 12 115.7 12 118.3 9 118.7 8
Delaware 73.0 44 72.1 44 69.9 46 71.6 45
Florida 77.6 42 78.5 41 80.8 41 85.3 40
Georgia 98.8 28 98.5 28 96.0 30 96.1 31
Hawaii 166.2 1 171.6 1 172.5 1 168.9 1
Idaho 108.8 16 108.9 16 108.8 19 113.9 14
Illinois 94.0 34 94.0 34 93.0 32 96.4 29
Indiana 105.1 20 105.2 20 112.8 15 115.7 11
Iowa 102.7 24 103.2 22 98.7 26 95.5 32
Kansas 106.5 19 106.1 19 108.7 20 106.4 22
Kentucky 120.3 8 120.2 8 123.5 7 117.3 10
Louisiana 103.0 22 101.4 25 104.3 22 106.0 23
Maine 117.5 10 116.7 10 116.2 11 114.6 13
Maryland 97.5 29 97.0 30 96.2 29 97.0 28
Massachusetts 111.0 15 110.5 15 111.6 16 109.1 17
Michigan 108.4 17 108.2 17 109.4 18 108.9 18
Minnesota 132.6 2 132.1 2 132.0 3 128.5 3
Mississippi 122.2 6 121.4 6 123.7 6 118.8 7
Missouri 93.3 36 93.7 35 91.7 35 90.8 36
Montana 72.4 45 71.5 46 71.4 44 73.8 44
Nebraska 104.8 21 104.7 21 115.5 12 115.2 12
Nevada 91.9 38 91.3 38 90.1 38 87.4 39
New Hampshire 29.0 49 28.6 49 28.8 49 27.8 49
New Jersey 94.5 32 94.8 32 94.7 31 96.4 30
New Mexico 120.0 9 119.5 9 117.7 10 117.6 9
New York 117.4 11 116.7 11 113.0 14 113.4 15
North Carolina 116.4 13 115.2 13 113.4 13 109.6 16
















         
         
         
         
          
          
          
         
         
         
         
         
         
          
         
         
         
 
                       
   
 
                       
   
 
 
2001-02 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04
State Rank Rank Rank Rank
Method1a Method 2b Method 2b Method 2b 
Ohio 102.8 23 103.0 23 104.0 23 107.3 19
Oklahoma 96.4 30 97.5 29 91.4 36 91.2 35
Oregon 79.0 41 78.0 42 85.6 40 82.9 41
Pennsylvania 94.5 33 95.4 31 98.2 27 97.8 27
Rhode Island 121.4 7 121.0 7 122.3 8 122.0 6
South Carolina 99.5 27 99.2 27 101.4 25 99.6 26
South Dakota 67.6 47 67.7 48 67.6 48 67.4 48
Tennessee 66.8 48 69.0 47 74.6 43 74.6 42
Texas 70.5 46 71.9 45 70.6 45 69.9 47
Utah 115.1 14 114.3 14 110.3 17 107.2 21
Vermont 101.7 25 101.0 26 97.2 28 104.4 24
Virginia 94.9 31 94.3 33 91.9 34 91.4 34
Washington 101.0 26 102.8 24 102.3 24 101.4 25
West Virginia 132.0 3 131.8 3 132.7 2 129.3 2
Wisconsin 127.2 5 126.7 5 129.1 4 122.3 5
Wyoming 75.7 43 73.1 43 68.1 47 70.1 46
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis.
aUses 2002 state retail sales as tax base for sales tax. State personal income is tax base for individual income and
selective sales taxes.
bUses GSP for retail trade as tax base for sales tax. State personal income is tax base for individual income and
selective sales taxes.
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